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Foreword S o
This is the 10th annu%epbrt' to the Cong(ess on federally funded education

progiams. These programs were tgagsferred in May 1980 to the U.S. Department

of Education from the U.S. Office of Education’ This year's report, like its

predecessors, responds to several ‘congressional mandates. The original directive

for the Annual Evaluation Report 15 contained in Section 417 (a) of the General

Educatiort Provisions-A¢t EGE_PAY., The Report 1s to eyaluate the effectiveness of . -
progryms in achieving their legislated purposes and include regcommendations for .
achieving greater effectiveness,—Section 1246 of the Education Amendments of

1978 {Public Law 95-561). modifsed the priginal GEPA nandate to requijre that

reporting on program effectiveness also indicate compliance with provisions of

the law on maintenance of non-Federal expenditures where such provisions exist. ..
A third requirement became law early if fiscal year (FY) 198! as part of the

Education Amendments of 1980 (Publi¢ Law 96-374), Section 1303 further

amends the GEPA mandate to require tabulations of available data to indicate ©

program and project impact by the sex, rage, and age of beneficiaries. -

In addition to meeting these-mandated requirements, this report describes the .- ’
~role of evaluation in improving education programs and¢hanges in evaljuation

activities in the new Departinent of Education (ED). It al$o explains the

evaluation mission in ED. ’ ' i

- .
"

Users of the previous, single-volume editjons of this repott will quigkly note that .
this year's versiorrhas been prepared and packaged differently. Past Office of
Education (OE) reports were published in one volume. They.contained overviews
of evaluation activities with detiiled program material conprising the bulk of .
the volume. The'F‘( 1980 report hay been divided into two volumes. The new,
condensed volume ! is intended for general distribution. Detailed program-by—
program $ummarifs aré ndw cc;ntaineda'i{:fz)second volume which will be ——
distributed to appropriate copgressional committees and to other interested .
readers upon request. -~ o .

W N . N " !
Severa\?reasons underlig this change in foymat. The evaluation report is read-by '
a diverse audience with differing needs and uses for-evaluation information. .
Congressmen, State’and local officials, the edycation community, parents, . .
students, and concerned citizéns all have a general interest in the effectivenes .
of Federal education programs. Specific information needs, however, differ x ’
widely and detailed reporting is critical only in some instances. The two-volum
report will enable ED to respond'to’varying information require.nents, depanding
upon the needs of interested parties. The Department believes that the two-
volume report will be a more flexible, efficient, and cost-effective way to
disseminate evaluation information thaf the large, single volume. I '
Because*volume I is intended to provide 3 broad overview of ED evaluat:or{
activities, additional explanatory materlal has been included. This first volume <
contains information on the Department’s innovative information,gathering and
evaluative techniques, and on its management initiatives to better utilize '
evaluation findings. Hlghlights of new evaluation findings and the uses of \’.D
evaldations can be found in chapter 3. A general perspective on’major ED: f
program evalliation activities is contained in.cbapter 2. Program areas co rered
include elementary and seé'onda‘ry education, postsecondary education, an
Q ) ' . . * ‘o R
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‘ diverse special category programs. As previously mentioned, detailed o
~- information on indtvidual program evaluations which were in past anpual
s evaluation reports has been updated for FY 1980 and-appears as volume II. All

programs that were formerly the responsibility of the Dffice of Education are
covered in this year's report. The FY 1981 report, representing the Department’s
. first full fiscal year of operation, will contain evajuation Teports on these y
. programs as weh as comparable reports on programs transferred to the
. _ Department from other Federal agencies as 'a result of the ED Organization Act.

[ would like to acknowledge the contributions of several individuals o this year's !
Report. PDr. Thomas Uhlman transiated the’idea of a first volume into reality by .
structuring and writing much of 1t. The Evalua\tion Coordination Staff, in .
particular Mr. Edward Glassman, Ms. Jeane Onufry, and Ms. Elaine Green, helpeq

pull together and organize diverse evaluation materials from 3 variety of ~
sources. Evaluation division directors and their staffs contributed specific

program chapters and overview materials. Finally, Ms. Diana Carpenter's

. tireless typing was essentla} to the successful completion of this report.

i . '

. « John Seal
. Acting Assistant Secretary ’
for Management

. F
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On May &, 1980, the Department of Education (ED) becamie the 13th Caburtet-

" level Department in the U.S. Government. Today, the Department’s numerous

programs focus on two primary goals. The first is to asSure all students,
regardless of age, background, or native ability, equal.access to the best possible
education. The second goal is to help improve the quality of education for every
student. - Y

One critical component of accountability in Federal educal{ion activities in the
Office of Education (OE) and now in ED is evaluation. The legislation
establishing the Department specifically cites improvements in evaluation as a
purpose for its creation. Broadly defined, evaluations are objective assessments
of program and management performance. Specific approaches adopted, cqsts
incurred, and study objectives vary, but all ED evaluation activities share the
common purpose of trying to ensure that Federal education monies are being
efficiently spent on programs that are successfully meeting their congressional
mandates. :

U.S. OFFICE OF EDUCATION

Educatjon evaluation requiretnents were first mandated by the Congress in 1965
under Title I of the Elementary and §econdary Education Act. This legislation
included a provision that school district grantees evaluate the effectiveness of
their programs. Other OE programs soon contained evaluation requirements. as
well. The FY 1970 budget was the first to contain a specific line-item for
eévaluation funds. That year OE also centralized evaluation actjvities in the
newly established Office of Program Planning and Evaluation, later renamed the
Office of Evaluation and Dissemination. This office assumed the lead in  +
‘directing an increased number of national education evaluations. The staff
designed studies, selected contractors to do fieldwork and analyses, monitored
contractor performance, and reported on study findings and recomrendations.
From 1970-79, OPPE spent an average of $18.4 million a year on evaluation
activities. ' .

Not all education evalyation activity took place in the Office of Evaluation and
Dissgmination or its predecessor offices. The Bureau of Education for the
Handicapped sponsored studies on the implementation of the Education for All
Handicapped Children Act; the Bureau of Student Financial Assistance conducted

quality control studies of the Basic Educational tunity Grant program; and
the National Institute of Education and the Follow Ffrough program supported
_evaluation research and some program evaluations. .o,

»

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

During th¢ 1970's, evaluation became a critical component of federally sponsored,
education programs, and evaluation is retaining 1ts prominent position in the
Department of Education as the 1980's unfold. ED evaluation activities are the
rd¥ponsibility of the Office of Management under thesDeputy Assistant Secretary
for Evaluation and Program Management. Several reasons prompted this
organizational response.to the new Department’s evaluation mission.
Organizational separation between the offices in charge of prograim operations
-and the assessment of those programs were deemed essential to maintain the

Q
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independence and objectivity of program reviews. Second, the placement of
evaluation activities within the Office of Management reflects a departmental

. commitment to translate evaluatios findings into management improvements
whenever possible. The Office of Evaluation and Program Management (OEPW)
has undertaken a series of initiatives that bring together evaluation, policy, and
budget staffs to explore the implications of program evaluatfons on all aspects of
current«departmental activities and to incorporate evaluation results into future
planning. Finally, a number of manageinent evaluation efforts, alsg highlighted
in this feport, gather information on program operations that can be used in
copjunction with the more elaborate program evaluation studies. " Placing
management and prograin evaluation activities within the same office allows the
Department to draw more effectively upon a variety of evéluation techniques to
mget specific information neéds. . . ‘

Because of their complexity and data collection requirements, impact and
process evaluations (definitions and discussion follow) are conducted by outside
research organizations. These studies usually assess the national impact of
programs and/or the manner in which they have beeggimplemented. They are
administered by three divisions in the Qffice of Evdluation and Program
Management: the Elementary and Secondary Programs Division; the
Postsecondary Programs Division; and the Occupational, Handicapped, and
Developmental Programs Division. o .

«
The functions of thiese program evaluation divisions include: -

o Reviewing the state of knéwledge about'p’rograms and identifying
program information needs. Y

) Preparing study designs and contractor selection criteria.
‘ o _ Directing the progress of contracted work with particular
attentiomto the implementation of the original study design and
technical direction to guide changes in design (this involyes the
selection and development of measuring instzuments, sampling, data
collection, and analysis).

o . Preparing appropriate executive summaries to communicate findings
« to ED policymakers, the Congress, and the public.

; These three divisidns constitute the Office of Program Evaluation,one of twa *=

L3

major offices reporting fo the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Evaluation and
Program Management. - . - '

The counterpart office under the same Deputy is the Office of Management
Evaluation. Several critical Department management functions are also housed
within this office which includes the Divisions of Program Assessmént, Quality
Assurance, Organizational Development, Management Analysis, and Education
Data Centrol. Among their responsibifities are:! >

o  management analyses *
/ — o  quality assurancg studies : - PR
o needs analysés for office automation ‘

ERIC ' 4 Voo )
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- © work measurement reporting ’ .
o  short-term management assessments of how' well programs ~ ‘*
are being delivered to recipients ’
o organizational development planning . .
: ¢
T ED EVALUATION ACTIVITIES ,

L] L}
The concept of evaluation has been broadened corfsiderably in the Department of,
Education. New techniques and approaches have been developed to incréase the
capabilities of Department policymakers and program officials to meet pfcfgram
information needs under budget and time constraints. Before explaining the new
techniques or the old, one must review how the Department goes about
establishing an evaluation agenda. The evaluation planning procéss structures
the agenda and largely determines the choice of evaluation techniques to be
used. —

Evaluation Planning .

. Evaluation information is necessary in orderto answer one or more critical
questions about education programs. These questions gemain at the heart of the
evaluation planning process:

’

o —Who'is sefved by the program and’who needs service?

o What are the services, how.well are they deliyvered, and .
what do they cost? :

.
)
.

0 What are the effects of services on recipients?
o. *What are the costs and benefits of alternatives?

-
o What improvements should be made in the managemént and Y
administration of the programs?\_ |
0 What pro'gr'am practices, projects, or products are effective
. in achieving program objectives? ) . . v

Every education program would profit greatly with answers to questions.
Budgetary constraints, however, have meant that programs coyld only be
evaluated on a selective basis. Because of"'competing program demands,
evaluation plaiining began in the Office-of Education.

+
] -

In OE, the strategy originally used to identify program evaluation néeds was for
the central evaluation staff in theé Office of Program Evaluation to request
anriually formal recommendations for evaluation projects from program
managers and then develop a recommended list of projects to be undertaken in .
the following year. This list was submitted to the Assistant Secretary for )
Planning and Evaluation (ASPE) in the former Department of Health, Education,

L]

.and Welfare (HEW) for approval: , ]
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In January 1979, OE initiated a new procedure to develop the annual eval¥ation
plan. The purpose of the new procedure was ta exert more contrgl over
evaluation planning and broaden the review process. An Evaluation Planning
Commjttee was established gonsistiig of several OE and HEW policy officials.
This group prepared a comprehensive plan for ASPE's approval. The expansion of
QOE's evaluation planning and review process was generally regarded as a useful
development in that it helped focus OE planning on such critical factars as

\_/\(rogrqm reauthorization and specific congressional or departmental concerns.
. h * [

O}e problem that any evaluation group must solve 1s how to ensuré the
timeliness of their evaluation findings for decistonmakers. A Comimon Criticism
of most Federal evaluation offices has been that their study findings lose
relevance to Administration and congressional policy officials because results
are reported too late to be full’y used in reauthorizing programs or deciding on
budget requests or appropriation levels. In response to this problem, the Office
of Evaluation and Program Management has developed an evaluation planning
model, Its primary purpose is to help ED focus on the type'and timing of
progrﬁm and poligy Juestions to be addressed by evaluation staff, so as to meet.
the information needs of executive branch and congressional pohcy officials.
The approach adopted for the model is substantially more systematic and
comprehensive than previous efforts. In addition to hglping ensure that
appropriate information from’ management and program evaluations Is available,
the planning model can also be used for planning, research, and statistical studies
conducted by other ED offices. - . .' . .
The context for the evaluatipn planning model is the "life cycle," as a&thorlze?“
in legislation, of individual Federal education programs or groups of programs
under consideration. Life cycles begin approximately, 2 years before a given
program 1s to be reauthorized and continue ntil the following reauthorization.
Accordingly, a typical life cycle1s 5to 7 years, depending upon the length of

. reauthorization.

There are two reasons why the life cycle and, conséquently, activities under the
evaluation planning’model start even earlier than the beginning of a
reauthorization period. One 1s the importance of specifying in advance the
information needs pertaining to future legislation, management, and budget
issues and i1dentifying the sources for each type of information. This
specification must be done far enough in advance for each information-producing
activity to pe planned, carried out, analyzed, and reported in a timely fashion,

. The second reason 1s to foster early coordmation of information-producing

" activities, thereby minimizing gaps or duphcatxon of effort and to ensure that
requests to the field for data are not excessive. The evaluation planning model
also recognizes the need for flexibility during the program’s life cycle as the
information agenda changes and corresponding shifts are made in the evaluation
plan, so that management and program reports will be timely, relevant, and of
the greatest possible use. In addition, there are a vatiety of uses for evaluation
findings aside-from reauthorization ¢fforts. For example, Department managers
use evaluations to improve grant-making and other processing operatlons while
the budget process demands information fyom evaluations for Department, OMB,
and congresszonal officials. As information needs change'during a program's life
cycle, revisions In the application of the evaluation planning mode! to particular
progtam areas tan be made. Overall, the planning mode! serves as the guide for
selecting among various evaluation techmques to fulfill the informanon agenda.

. 11 -
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Traditional Evaluation Activities . *

Evaluatior information on natipnal programs is essential for responsible
management. Without it, program effectiveness would remain unknown or
anecdotal and improvements in service delivery would be hampered. A variety
of infor mation-gathering techniques or approaches are required in order to meet
specific management needs. Some can be categorized,as traditional in-tha% they
have been developed by evaluators over a relatively long period (15-20 years) and . \ |
are viewed by many professionals as the "standard" way of gathering program |
information. These activities are called process or impact evaluations. , _

L)
-

Process evaluations include studies of the.activities, operations, organization, |
and other aspects of a program. They may be designed to examine reported
* shortcomings in program operations or merely to, monitor program
implementatioh. Less elaborate varigties may involye short site visits and ] .
management case studies. The morejelaborate approaches can involve careful
measurement of how many individuals receive services or how institutions .
comply with Federal mandates. The main focus of such activity is understanding ‘
the delivery of program services and adherence to standards, rather than
understanding or estimating effects of service. | ' ) -
Impact evaluations of education programs attempt to estimate as accurately as
- possible the direct effects of a program on its main target group, whether
children, adults, or 1fistitutions. These studies are more difficult when there are
multiple target groups and when many program effects ace indirect.. If costs and
effects of program variations are estimated, the activity may involve cost- -
- benefit analysés: . o

During FY 1980, 13 impact evaluations were in progress. The studies were
conducted by highly qualified, professional researchtirms or universities
according to explicit requirements detailed'by the Departmeqt's evaluation staff.
It may be asked why Federal employees do not carry out these projects rather
than work through an outside contractor. Thesanswer is that program

infor mation needs (both in terms of the number of programs that are evaluated
and the complexity of each evaluation) and the consequent collection of data in
the field far outstrip the relatively imited evaluation stalf resources within the -
Department. e J

\
Although they do not actually lead a research team in the field, departmental
evaluation staff provide technical direction and control from the beginning to
the conclusion of a process or impact evaluation. Initially, a staff member 1s
designated as the project monitor and develops the specifications for the work to
. be performed by a contractor. Once the contractor is selected through a
cempetitive bid process and the evaluation is initiated, the project monitor
maintains close contact with the contfdctor throughout each phase of the study. .
The basic purpose$ for this monitoring function are: (1) to make sure that the
study is conducted in accordapce with the original design or approved changes;
(2) 1o advise the contractor when problems arise which may jeopardize the .
vélidity of the stu?; and_(3) to ensure that the study, as executed, ‘answers the ,
appropriate guestibns. At the completion of the contract, the monitor takes ,
responsibility for the production of an executive summary of the findings, and %,
ensures that the contractor's report is reviewed by Depar\tment officials and is
t Bitimately transmitted to the appropriate audiences. N .

. o | B
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+ The gre?nest strength of meact and process évaluations is that they prowde the
most comprehensive view of program operations gr,accomplishments that
Depqrtment can obtain. On the other hand, two drawbacks may make them
inappropriate in certain situations. Because of the elaborate nature of these

« studies, they are more expensive than other optron§; and cost is an even more

- » critical factor today when evaluation budgets have generally been redoced.

Tinie is another consideration that caffjvork against impact and process - .
evaluations. They may take severa{ rs to complete, and information needs
are often more meedrate because many program and budgetary decisions cannot’
be.déferred. . ) - , : .
. L ] ' . . 1 . . “-
These shortcommgs I.;\ave led evalua“on officials in the Dopartment to search for,
other means to obtain useful evaluation information’more qu1ckly and at less
cosy, Thetesult Is a series of evaluatlonjroanagement innovations that
supplement 1mpact and process evaluatxon capabxlmes within OEPM. .

New Evalt;atlon and M'anagement Actwme;. - '-_ . v

.
‘o

Additional program mformatnon 1s being obtained thr&:gh four evaluation
technigues new to the rtment of Education. Evaluability assessments and
the propram ob}ectwes item focus on developmg a broad consensus regarding
long-range, measurable program goals and objectivés.,” Prokram management
reviews and segvice delivery assessments are low-cost evaluation tools which
Department staff alsq use tq obtain program information, In addition,
management “evaluation technigues are used to review and analyze the
effectjveness and efficiency of ED's management practices, systems,
organi2ation, and procedures, ang#d prescribe improvements where appropriate.
These techniques inglude: managerﬁm analyses; quality assurance studies; and
orgamzatlonal @pmgnt actzvmeg‘ )

-

-

q - .
I/Eval?ablllty Assessment (EA) . | t -

Evaluabilitw.assessment is a technique designed to support the evaluemon process
by first ensuringAhat a program has a solid management founqatxomEA'

. purposes are to*etermine the extent to which a program is ready for evaluation;

what changes might be needed to make the program more manageable and
accountabfe; and how an evaluation of the program might be most usefully i
conducted. A fully successful evaluability %ssessrﬁeqt results in: (1) clearly "%
specified and agreed upon, program objectites and activities; (2) an explicit
statement of fhe assumptitms that underlie tﬁe-p[‘?gram, (3) a list of program
performance indicatars that are agreed t.#)on by, those responslble for the
program, and (f#) a detailed plan- for .
o What are management's program objectives and expectations?
- What resources, . activities, objectives, and assumptxons make up
manageme‘nt's xntended program? .
[ ] " N
0 What, in the view of policymakers (executive and legislative),
is the program €xpected to acGomplish, what are acceptable
41 indicators of 'performance, and how will program informa-
' tion be applied to them? .

. L

o Whagare the hkely uses of jpformatioh on program performance
Co } ateach management level? What range of actions might

. managemem c.‘onsxder a$ a result of yarious fmdlngs? _
g " s E R ,.10'.' &
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On the basis of responses to thesg. questions and a review of releyant documents

" {e.g., the authorizing legislation and legislative history), the assessment team N
develops three types of descriptxvf charts or models of the program. A logic 1
mode! is drafted to represent the Intended logic of the program (e.g., If event'A
occurs, then it is assumed that event B will occur). A second set of models, -
kiown as funation models, trace the program's processes, including such events

. "as flows of activities, people, money, and jnformation.” The third mode{ deals S,

¢ with measurement, of progress toward program objectives, It ident.fies measures
which could be taken at various points ifi tht process.to indicate program
performance. Since all these models are based on interviews with Eederal
officials only, they represent a description 4f the intended program.

The assessment team then visits a limited sample of projects,‘t'o obtain
mfgrmatton about the actual program as it operates in the fiéld. A second set of
models i1s developed to represent program reality. Questions addressed during

dnd after the field visits include: p ' .

. ' R . .
,© What are the program inputs, activities, and outcomes -
. based on a reviéw of actual operations at a sample of project e
. sites? ¢ h ) ) "
o What measureinents and comparisons are feasible, given existing . ',‘
data systems? . P L e .
. . ) Is N
o ' What data are obtainable on program performance? Are there o
. datasources for management's ‘agreed-updn measures of progress? L
b t L ' - - - \
All information gathering and modeling at the poligy, management, and field o
. operations levels Jay the groundwork for the analytical stage of the assessment. >
Questions asked by, the team during the analysis of program evaluability include:
* - B Is program management's description well-defined? \ L 4
. o~ Ism nt's descriptign-acceptable to policymakers? - |

LI LA . -
! o. Is ma fent's-description a sound representation of the
. piogram in the field? ,. .

. o Are m'anage‘mént's expegtations plausible -- that is, do they
al appear likely to be atcomplished?

- a [ J——

[ ] . 19
. ’ o . What portion of the intended program is ready for useful +
evaluation? * . Co ‘ ,
.o, What management options can be suggested to improve program . (VJ

petfformance?

Qutpyts of an evaluability assessment generaw include: {l) an agreed-upon )
rogram description including objectives, actlvities, and anticipated outcomes;
FZ) possible measures of program performance; and {3) suggestions for improving
perforraance and measurjng accomplishments. ) t.
N » Like full-scale impact and process evaluations, EA's are conducted by an outside
Gtéam of-researchers subject ‘to close Supervision by a Department préject

. ' ' 9' v
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:nomtur. Evaluab;hty a,sseSsments differ 5igmf1cantly in that they are mtended
to produce resylts relatively quickly (6 months) and inexpensively{an average
cost of $65,000). Their greatest benefit, howeyer, is the savings of time and
money that might otherwise be expended initidlly on an unsuccessful impact or
process evaluation -- that is, the resources that might be used to evaluatg a
program that instead is shown by an EA to lack agreed-upon, measurable
objectives. |

Twelve EA studies of ED programs were initiated. in FY 1979%*and FY 1980. *At of
the end of FY 1980, work was still in process on two of the assessments (the
Strengthening Developing Institutions program and the Women's Educational ,
_-Equity program); two others had been termunated before completion (the
Vocanonal LCducation program und National Center for Education St.er\us.tu:s),2
eight of*the assessments had been completed. These eight studies covered the
following programs: Bilingual Education{ Career Education; Cooperative
Education; Early Childhood Education for the Handicapped; Follow Through;
Institute for Museum Studies {General Operating Support); Language Training and
Area Studies; and Vocational Rehabilitation. At least four new assessments will
be undertaken i in FY 498l. '

-~

2. The Program Objectives System

The Office of Evaluation and Program Management is currently developmg a .
system that is less intensive, nme/mnsummg, and expensive than ‘evaluability
assessment but, like EA's, is inténded to generate measurable program objectives
an¥ indicators ¢f achievement. The process will place primary responsiblity on
program managers for: (1) identifying key objectives; (2) developing meastires or

.~ indicators. which can chart progress, and (3} preparing annual progress reports for
departimental and congressional ceview. OEPM will be responsxble for: installing
and managing the system; defining terms and setting criteria for objectives;
providing technical assistance and necessary support to program managers;
coordlnatmg review of objectives and indicators; and advising on the genergl
quality and appropriateness of final products.

It i1s hoped that this program objective-setting effort will produce objectives and
indicators for programs just prior to ED's internal budgeting cycle so that the
objeotives are useful in the budget review and policy activities of the

Department. In.addition, the Department will be able to improve significantly

its efforts to meet the mandate of Section 417 of the General Education

Provisions Act requiring development of specific ijecnv es and perfortnance
lndlcators for all ED programs. .

4
LY

The objectives and indjcatbrs developed through this process will be transmitted
to the Congress in the Annual Evaluation Repord. It is amticipated that the
transinission of these individual program objectives and measures will assist the
Congress and the Department in agreeing upon legisiative and administrative
mandates for program operations. Some differences will naturally emerge in this
diatogue, but the existen~e of the initial objectives should be helpful in clacifying
and resolving those d:fferences. . >

!
Prygrams which are especxall omplex or controversial will continue to have
obfectives developed through t e more analytical, intensive process of
evaluabiity assessment. The program qbjectives system should be extremely
cost-efficient becayse, once developed, the entire process can be operated

- 10 - 15 7
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exclusively byhbepartmgnt ménagefnent and program staff. Through the use of
both method._s,. the Department hopes to improve the management of its services
and programs. . \

3. Program I;fanagémenme‘vie@s ?PMR) . . .

L] N o . T -

This evaluative techinique is also being developed’and refined by the Office of

Evaluation and Program Managemént. It is a study designed to synthesize

existing program information in a short period of time and to supplement that

in[prmation with mdependent, short-term assessments covering important
knowledge gaps abodY the operations of the program. The resuiting report gives

the Secretary and ogher top managers a’ complete but succinct pictureof a

program including ifs history, législatiye goals and objectives, resources, Py

.administrative and.management operations, field perceptions, effectiveness,

; issues, and problems. oS "y
- - .
P\r'\bgram managém"‘entgeviaws will be particularly valuable: when programs are
facing requtnorizatllon without $ufficient data on eertain aspects of their
. operations; when conirdVersial issues require difficult management decisions;
and when top management changes are made. While PMR's are not designed t6
develop quick solutions for program problems, they can be used as djagnostic |
tools to ideniify where administrative, policy, or legislative changes should be
_“made. - ' ’

A PMR will be directed by OEPM staff with the assiStance of other program and
staff offices within ED, Staff with expertise in magagement and program
analysis, work mediure organizational behavior, qualify control techniques,
and othe# fields make up a PMR team. *

[ . * -~ .
The specific purpost, scope, leva] of detail, and length of each PMR will be
o defined by the Offjce of Evaluati d Program Management in conjunction -
" with top managemefyt for the program. Because each PMR will retjuire a
significant level of resources, no more than three or four such studies will be
yndertaken in a fiscgl year. Use of the PMR technique will be reserved for high
priority needs and interests of the Secretary and Assistant Secretaries.

‘l;. Service belivéry Assessments {SDA)

These short-tefm, current assessments of ED programs and program-related
issues are conducted for the immediate use of the Secretary and Under
Secretary. The 3- fo 5-month studies collect opinions and suggestions from
persons who directly receive or provide.serviees-under ED programs in order to
gain an tnderstanding of how programs are perceived across the country. An
SDA gauges: how successful ED programs are perceived to be at the State and
local levels in meeting the needs of students, teachers, parents, and
administrators; what problems exist as programs are being implemented; and
" what improvemments are identified by those directly affected by the Federal
-programs. - . oLt
% . ) >
It is important to understand,ttﬁ\t SDA's are limited activities that do not
.correspond to traditional evaluagion studies, audits, compliance reviews, or
monitoring activities, While they often employ similar methods, SDA's are more
analogous to in~depth analytigal reporting which uses open-ended discussions
© ‘th people in local settings. The knowledge gathered is generally subjective and

N U I | B
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intended for.general distribution but rather for usgas one of many program
information sources avatlable to the Secretary'and other decisionmakers. - |
. o o 4 ;\'_) :
The reasons for undertaking an individual SDA vary with each study. Some
frequent reasons include: suspected operational problems; signifiCant changes
planiied or underway; expiring or proposed legislation; plans for a major
initiative; programs of issues the Secretary wants to explore. The SDA téams
seek especially to 1dentify operational improvements which the Secretary and
program offxcxalwan make without the need for legislative, regulatory, or
budgetacy change¥® In this fashion, the SDA findings and recomnigndations can

. qualitative in nature. Belause of these characleristics, SDA findings are not

«"be implemented immediately. .

In the Department of Educfatxon, SDA's will be conducted under the oyerall
supervision of OEPM with regional staff providing onsite support necessary to
conduct the gtudies. It is hoped that State and locgleducation staff will
e\:eqtua!ly participate with ED regional staff in planning and executing these
service delivery assessments. -
5, “Management Analyses o . ~
- * /- .
Management analyses are studies intended to improve quality control and
productivity in Department management and program operations.,Improving
overall productivity is viewed as & crucial responsibility for top-lexel career
management in the Department. Recently, management analyses Have led to
recommendat¥ons anitended to increase efficlency and reduce costs 1} three
areas: travel; personnel actions; and student financial aid. ,
The emphasis in all three areas is on-making accountability a,'nd quality control
integral parts 5f these‘brscessmg and delivery systems. Schelarship aid, travtl
documents, or personnel papers do not result from a serjes of discrete
managerial tasks but rather are produced by an interdependent system where
efficiency or tnefficiency at any one point affécts the entire process. This
-comprehensive perspective fosters accountability by allowing every individual to
share resjnsibility for the efficient delivery of services. i
A - -
Management analysis also entails the study of the impact a 1d applicability of
technology, particularly ,in an office setting. Research and development efforts
in office automation attempt to avoid the common pitfall of dssuming that new
equipment by itself will increase productivity and efficiency. New equipment
may merely hide existifig administrative probiems. Therefdre, management
analysts first examine existing office operations and endeavor_to make these ag,
productive as possible. The analysts may subsequently recom end that new
equipment be added, but only based on sound productivity goals and a therough
understanding of existing office capabilities. .

6. Quality Assurance Studies

Quality assurance studies are intended to assess the accurdcy and reliability of
program data and mformation used for management decisions. Multidisciplinary
‘teams composed of statisticians, economists, systems analysts, management
analysts, and attorneys use a variety of evaluation and statistical techniquesa.to
asyess departmental support systems and programs. Three quality assurance
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studies currently in progress focus on: grantee monitoring; the process of .
evaluating discretionary grant applications; and deyeloping consistent program

descriptions. ) .

Previous studies conducted by the Office of Education revealed the absence of
an agency policy with respect to grantee monitoring. These studies indicated =,
that there were no minimum standards underlying monitoring efforts nor any
mechanism in place to encourage consistency’ in monitoring. These studies

- contained a variety of recommendations to resolve these problems...The Office
of Evaluation and Program Mana'lgement's Quality Assurance Division 1s currently
using these recommendations as the basis for the development of directives,
manuals, and other pdlicy documents related to the monitoring of State forroula
and discretionary grant programs in ED.

“ ’ -
~

- hJ
A quality assurance survey is also underway of all discretionary grant programs
in the Department (approximately 80) that use nongovernment experts to review
grant applications. The survey and subsequent data analyses are intended to
gather baseline information on existing procedures and then suggest ways for
improving the system's shortcornings. The survey explores topics such as: 1) the
review process stage at which outside/inside reviewers are Used; 2) the use and
consistency of evaluation standards that reviewers follow; 3) the legislative
requirements for using grant application reviewers; and 4) the alternatives to
using nongovernment reviewers. .

The Offf2e of Education did not have an automated system for providing
consistent and reliable responses to frequently asked questions about education
programs. Toremedy this situation, its quality.assurance Staff is developing a
Program-Profile System (PPS), a computerized information retrieval system
containing common key descriptors on each Department program. PPS 1s being
designed to generate indices of programs by descriptors as well as to generate a
listing or profile of all descriptors for each program. PPS will be developed in

- phaseg: Phase I will profile programs by the Catalogue of Federal Domestic

Assistince number on 18 descriptors; Phase II will profile subgrant-making
activities and contract programs; and Phase 1II will add new descriptors for each
program. ' . . .

7. Organizational Development Activities - : .

Organizational development activities include the creation of an administrative
communications system, and work measurement and organizational effectiveness
. studies. The administratiye communications system is departmentwide. It is
used for coordinating the Eavelopment and distribution of interngl mahagement
directives, Secretary-level circulars, administrative announ ents, and the ED
organization manual. *The purposes of the system are to: 1) assure that affected
parties have ample opportunity to participate in formulating peri%@yent
administrative policies and procedures; 2) provide gomplete, concise, current,
and authoritative information to agency personnel; 3) produce easy-to-read and
’ unzerstandable documehts; 4) group in a single source for each specialized
autience information on spetific subjects; and 5) make information easy to
locate., ° A ’ ~
. -« 7
Work measurement studies collect current ddta for a departmental workload
reporting system that statistically compares personnel resource needs on the
@ sis of major output indicators, Withim each general category of programs

C ‘ 13 -
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) (State plan, formula, or discretionary programs), the following mpajor indicators
are computed for each program: number of applications received; number of
grants made; number of dollars apprapriated; and number of onsite reviews

. * conducted each year. The system will assist top management in assessing

workload trends and identifying potential areas for redistribution of positions,

Other work measurement studies can be integrated with management

improvement efforts ih such areas as objective-setting, quality assurance, and

system design. ) "

¢

4

-
-
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Orgarfizational effectiveness studies assist individuals and ED units 1n working
more effectively and productively. Projects are designed to examine such issyes
as diagnosing organizational problems, clarifying communications, establishing
goals, working with conflict, and improving meetings, decisionmaking, and
«interpersonal relations. . - .
The services of the organizational development staff include: 1)y leadership
transition assistance to aid new leaders and key management staff to take
command quickly and work effectively. with the bureaucracy; 2) organizational
diagnosis studies and feedback sessions; 3) consulting on agency trouble spots;
and 4) designing and conducting team-building activities for leaders, managers,
and their staffs. .
Developing a Systematic Approach to Evaluation .
Having developed an evaluation planning model, continued the conduct of
traditional process and impact evaluations, and instituted new, shorter term
evaluation techniqug, the Office of Evaluationand Program Management has
- reshaped the evaluation function and operation in the Department. The
evaluation planning model helps predict information needs &t given pointsrdyring
& program’s life cycle. A wider range of evaluation techniques can now be
systematically elected with specific program data and information requirements
in mind, Finally, thrs approach can lend itself to better planning for information
colliection activit ther than evaluation studies; e.g., research, statistical
surveys, and p!anﬁstudxes. .

As an example of how these evaluation techniques and the planning model can

‘ assist ED officials 1n obtaining timely and useful evaluation findings, take a
hypgghetical, newly authorized postseconddry student assistanCe program which
might require the following types of information during its life cycle,

- -

[V clarification of program objectives and performance measures .
through either the program’objective-setting process or an
evaluability assessment; timing: planned shortly before final

' + . authorization and executed immediately after the law Is e?acted.

o design of a delivery system for student assistance using manage-
ment analysis, ofganizAtional development, and quality control
. expertise; original inclusion of a quality control

system giving feedback information to managers on how well the
' program is working is especially critical at this point; timing:
planned before final authorization and executed shottly after -
enactment of the law; the delivery system is dependent
upon perceived program objectives and sholitd incorporate perfor-
Q mance measures as part of Lt‘s'managemq‘nt information system.

ERIC : S 15 - )
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) o special informatlon will be needed for annual hudget revlews or -
' . upoh request of Department officials; to meet those demands,
+ shorter term evaluation, tools such as service dellvery assess- )
. ments, program management revlews, organizational studies, work
measurement reviews, and management.analyses can be planned
.. during the\&ogram's llfe cycle; timing: usually after the program has .
S . .been in operation for'l to 2 years. '

.t

o major issues surrounding a program may require larger evaluation -
projects, such as those dealing with effects of Fegeral funds on
State and local education agencies, assessment of the national
A ' strategy used for implementating a specific program, or
the national impact of a program on the educational achievement of
" children; timing: depends upon when the information is needed --
for example, a national impact study whose results are neéded for the
r\ . next reauthorization cycle should report its/findings approximately
2 ygars before reauthorization so that thgr'tment officials will have N
the findings as they draft proposed legisl_ﬂion. This, in turn, means
that the study should begin 3 to.5 years before the reporting
date so as to have enough time to colflect and"analyze the data.
. | 4 *
An illustration of a typical evaluation planning model that might be developed
for such a newly authorized program is\ihown on th& following page.

Dlssemination of Evaluation Findings . 4

A diverse audience awaits the results of ED evaluation activeties. .The mdst
directly concerned are policymakers and program managers within the , , .
Department and the congressional committees which have jurisdiction over . <
education programs (princidally, the House and Senate Appropriations !
Committees, the House Education apd Labor Committee, and the Senate Labor
and Human Resources Committee). Local and State education officials,
education-related public interest groups, parents, and a sizable community of .
evaluators show varying degrees of interest depending upon the evaluation in
+7" , question. Communicating evaluation fifdings in_a timely and useful fashion to
. responsible of ficials and an interested education community is critical to the
. success of the overall evaluation effort, °
' \

ED has adopted several strategies to ensure that its evaluation gesults are
disseminated rapidly to influence subsg¢quent program decisions or inform the
education commuhity. One new approach for reaching the broader education
community with useful evaluation reports is this general circulation volume \
which, used in conjunction with volume 11, provides a comphrehensive overview
of ED programs, the evaluation process, important new findings, and evaluation
uses. -, ) . .

| . _ ®
Several alternatives have bseen developed to assist the dissemination process,
within the Department. A new internal review procedure guarantees all key .
Department officialg an opportunity to review and comment on the results of an_
evaluation study within strict time limits. The entire review is completed within
a short period of time; comments or objections from.reviewing officials may be
incorporated into the final executive summary of the study. ) @ .

£ . - 1
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.. EVALUATION PLANHING MODEL - . . ’ .
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Regular s'tr(ff briefings on evaluatdnfindings can arso be an effective
mechanism' for communicating evaluation information.within the Department.
For example, OEPM offefs to brief each program office on the budget
. implications of evaluation findings. The budget briefing is keyed to the .
beginning of the annual budget-preparation cycle. The evaluaiion staff also
rleet with program officials_to discuss the implications of evaluation findings on ,
appropriations and legislative reauthorization hearings before congressional
committees. ) i

(3 (3 »

A newly established Program Resource Center within OEPM represents anothet
way i 'which inforfiation on programs administered.by ED will.be made available
to members of the Department. The center will collget and index all .

~ managemenyand program evaluations conducted by ED or other Federal agencies
{e.g., the General Accounting Office, the Congressional Budget Office) that
pertain to Department programs or operatiofjs. Other program documents will
be added as staff resources and time permit. At a mifiimum, the resource center
will maintain copies of all final evaluation reports and executive summaries and
other key evaluation documents referenced in the current edition of the Annual
Evaluation Réport. Eventually program files could inciude legislation, planning
studies, poliCy analyses, program regulations, pr¢ggram guidelines, and annual
program reports to the President, thq Congress, br the Secretary of ED. Plans
are underway to have as many documents as possible recorded on microfiche or
magnetic tape for convenient access and long-term storage.

Efficient usé of evaluation findings has become a top management priority in
ED. Communicating findings quickly is an effective, mdirect way of achieving
this objective. Amore direct approach for gvaluation followup has also been
developed on an experimental basis. When an evaluation report is likely to have
a bearing on program legislation, budget decisions, major program operations, or
management practices, the Office of Evaluation and Program Management, in .
cooperation with the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Budget and the
appropriate program's Assistant Secretary, will establish &n Evaluation |
Implementation Board. The Board, consisting of senior evaluation, planniag and
budget, legislation, legal, and program staff, will review the gvaluation report
and synthesize its findings into a decision memo for the Secretary, Under
Secretary, or appropriate Assistant Secretary. The memo will contain policy-
. relevant and management improvement options and recommendations. Once
decisions have been made, the Board will also develop an implementation time
~Schedule. : ’

" * .
P

i ‘ ' :

- . CONCLUSION

Since the Department's creation, the evaluation function has changed direction.
The scope of evaluation interest has been broadened to include all aspects of

program operations. Program impacts are assessed as part of a complex process
that includes ongoing program operations, budget, and management activit.
Innovative management and evaluation techniques are now in place beside
traditional evaluative methods. Greater attention is paid to systematic
evaluation planning and comprehensive evaluation followup. The ovgrall result is
a flexible, respcansive, and useful evaluation capabilitywithin ED.

r - -
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~ . * NOTES . . |
\ . .
L \ IThese activities are discussed later in this chapter.
2Two evaluability assessments that were begu?t in FY- 1979 under the
. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare have been terminated. Managers
of the Yocatienal Education Programcand the National Center for Education
Statistics asked that the assessments be stopped because the heavy workloads
" x imposed by the transition into the Department of Education prevented their
N partictpation. Because of organizational and staffing changes which have since -
taken place, it would be necessary to start new assessments rather than attempt
to finish either of these studies. . -
_ 3They Include: validation and méasurement techniques; statistical quality
control charts; regression analysis; and sampling techniques.
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This chapter is an overview of ED program activities and evaluation findings that .
highlight program operations. The underlying theme of the following materials is
diversity —- diversity in the typ@?of programs ED funds, intended recipients, and

the mechanics of program operations. Not only do programs vary widely, but

occasionally so do implementation procedures within a single*program. Nearly

all variations result from the flexibility in program operations that the Congress .
. mandates; States and localities are expressly given latitude in program
implementation. in addition, tle operations of State and local education , .

agencies and universities differ epough that even a common legislative goal may
translate into substantially different procedures and, perhaps, even results.
' { “ — . »
° Understanding the diversity between ED programs, and occasionally within them,
is one of the principal objectives of the Department's evaluation activities. It is
o also one of the greatest challenges because few definitive answers or ‘
- generalizations result from this work. As will become evtdent in subsequent .. ’
sections of this chapter, conclusions from even the mgst thoroughgoing and .
comprehensivg evaluation studies are often reported with caveats. Caution is
usually in order because of the changes expected to result from the influence of
BBwfunded programs. ‘Overall educational achieveinent, for example, is ¢
influenced by a multitude of factors including un{quc:jndmdual, family, and
community characteristics. Many of these factors ¢annot be measured; others .
* cannot be controlled statistically. A N - .

o

. L]

. ‘
While caution is clearly called for in interpreting broad educational change as a
result rogram activity, fairly reliable assessments-of immediate program ,
impact are possible. Subsequent sectipns describe such assessments. The
elementary and secondary schwol overview discusses programs for low-achieving
students, handicapped by poverty or a limited ability to speak English. Recent
evaluation findings indicate that while Federal education funds have reached
these intended recipagnts more effectively in recent years, there is still room for
improvelent. Progress has also been made in program ifnplementation.
Program impact on improving the academic skills of eleméntary and secondary L
school students is seen to vary by sﬁbject matter and grade level, ’ ) :
The overview of postsecondary education programs focuses on enhancing
educational opportunity by providing Federal financial support to students and
. institutions. Over time, significant changes and differences are found in
atténdance at institutions”of higher education by students’ sex, family income,
and race. The goals of Federal grant, loan, and work programs are to improve
student access to and persistence in higher edlication and provide a range of
institutiénal cho'y&:z. This section assesses the degree to which Federal funding
has succeeded in achieving these goals by utilizing the concept of student
burden—the difference between the cost of attending a particular college and
Federal aid receive ederal ald to.institutions also affects,ssudents’ '
postsecondary school opportunities. These influences along, 4&th student transfer
patterns among higher education institutions are briefly reviégve:i in this section. -«
The third and final section of chapter 2 is an overview of the large and diverse .
number of education programs directed toward special recipient groups or
particular educational needs. These include programs to improve the quality of.
educationa!l practices; expand learning resources; foster occupation#, career,
and adult education; and assist the handicapped and Natjve Americans in
receiving quality education. The results of evaluation studies in this section are
2« wide-Tanging as the programs tHemselves. One general statement is

.
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applicable however: funds fof evaluating thesé special category pr#grams have
been extremely’limited? A fewhave special evaluation monies (set-asides)
authorized and appropriated by the Congress . Most do not. Given the relatively
modestoappmpréption for many of these programs and, the Department's ,
. Bxtremely limited discretionary funds, many programs have not been formally ¢
. evaluated. For these reasons, special category programs will benefit -
+* significantly ftom the new management improvements initiated in the

Departmént and discussed in chapter .

. hJ t .
- . ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION PROGRAMS -

. Approximately 48 million students are currently enrolled in elementary and
secondary schools. About 90 percent attend the 87,000 schools operated by
nearly 16,000 public school systems; tlie other 10 percent attend. non-public

. " schools. . . . -

Many educators and the general public have expressed concerns about the
conditions in our public school systems. According to an annua! Gallup Poll, the
public's rating of schools declinedsthrough_the latter half of the seventies, but
this decline may have come to a halt in 380. Although only 28 percent of the
public has a "great deal” of confidence in the public schogls accordig to that

~ poll, th%}tjndlng of public schools exceeds that of alpther important American

te

institut except churches.

The five major pro'ﬁems confronting public schools, as perceived by the
W, are: (1) lack of discipline; (2) use of jllegal drugs; (3) poor curyicula
and standafds; (4} fack of proper financial su[:rpoy;l and (5) integration or bfising.
Lack of discipline was rated as a problem almost' t
tOpiC- ’ .
Other publi€ opinion polls register widespread concerns about education.’ But for
many of the prdblem areas cited, it 1s difficult to describe the exact nature of
thé problem, let alone expgess the degree to which fhe problém is real. Measure~
4 ment is relatively good, however, for educational achievement as reported by the

* U.S. Department of Education's National Assessment of Educational Progress

(NAEP). Every few_years NAEP assesses the educational achievement of 9-year .
. . olds, 13-year olds, And l7-year-olds in major academic subjects. )

wice as often as any ot

Most suly'ects were measured twice during the 1970's and, at ‘the risk of some o
oversimplification, can be summarized for readling, math, wrltinF mechanics,

writing quality, sCience, sqcial studies (9-year olds) and politics (teenagers) as

. s follows: g
# . » o N r
0 9-year olds (mqgssly fourth graders) showed slight improvements in
reagding, sligh(sleclines in math and science and not much change
w Ll

« Clsewhere. - - .

g ] -

o  I3-year olds (\Sth graders) and 17-year olds (l%th graders) showed

LA varying degrees of declines in knowledge of math, science, and
politics, and showed essentially no change in reading and writing
mechanics. — ’
" Part of the public's concern about education may reflect the measured declines
: in performance by teenagers. ' \ o
LRIC | petormnce by teomgers. 27 .
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" Major Federal education programs are aimed at just a{few of the national

concerns about elementary and secondary education. The issues to be discussed
in this section are educatian for low achlevers (especi hen achievement is

" related to low family income or limited English profic¥Rcy), school

desegregation, and general improvement in educational practices. The primary,
questions are: (1) how well are Federal education funds getting to the intended
beneficiaries; (2) how well have the programs been implemented; and {3) how
effectively have the programs accomplished their objectives?

How WelMeqeral Educati®® Funds Getting to the Intended Reneficiaries?

-

The efficiency with which Federal funds are targeted is indicated by two
measures: the proportion of ineligible program participants and the proportion
of eligibles not served. The latter measure is complicated by the fact that the
percent of eligibles served is determined not just by the efficiency of the
targeting process but also by the total funds available. If funds are insufficient,
it is impossfble to serve all the eligible spopulation, .

For ‘l:itle I of the Elemzentary and Secondary Eduycation Act (ESEA), extensive
lq;ta p&taining to targdting are available for children in gra®s I-6, grades where
ocal school districts spend a high proportion of Title I funds. Results from the

_ 1976-77 school year show that among students scoring below the median on

achievement tests, 25 percent (approximately 2.5 million students) participated
in Title L. Of children scoring above the median, only 4% percent participated In
Title I. These results indicate that Tit€ L is fairly well targeted on the low-
scoring students but that many low achievers (7.3 million students) below the
median do not participate. ! ) )

Although the language of Title I seems to stress meeting the needs of low
achievers, some hold that the.funds showd also be focused on children from Jow-
income families. Moreover, a high correlation is often assunied between low
achievement and poverty. The data indicate, however, that the corr:fl/a?ic{)q (c) 1s
modest, ranging from .2 in the first grade to .3 in grades,three to four. .As a
consequence, even though Title I funds are fairly well-targeted on low .achievers,
about 58 percent of. the participants are not from poor families (based upon the
Federal Government's poverty indicator). .

.Th_e Title I migrant subprogram offers special services for the children of

migrant workers. A Migrant Student Record Transfer System (MSRTS), usmg-/
data supplied by school systems, estimates the number of program participgnts in
1979 at 522,000. The size of the eligible population is unknown, but it 15 believed
that not all are served. There are probably two ‘categories of unserved children:

first, some unknown number of migrant chifdren are seldom, if ever, enrelled in -

school; second, from 15 to 20 gercent of eligible children enrolled in school are
not registered on the MSRTS.2 {An unknown percent of such children are
probably not served.) On the other side of the targeting question, probably fewer
than 2 percent of participating Qt):hildren are ineligible;—- :
Somé 51,000 Title I-eligible children are in State {nstitutions for neglected or
delinquent children, but 1976 data indicatéd that only 27,000 (53 percent) were
receiving services. No estimate is available for the number of participating
ineligibles. In both the migrant and negle¢ted/delinquent programs, the
differences between the numbers of children served and eligible can largely be
attributed to targeting inefficiencies {not lack of funds) since programs are fully

» nded. *
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In contrast to Title 1, the ESEA Title 1V-C Pro.gram (Support and Innovation
Grants for Improving Local Educational Practice) is not aimed at a particular
target gtoup. However, the legislation requires that children attending nonpublic
schools must receive program benefits on an equitable basis with public school .
students. Recent evidence indicates that nonpublic students are participating i
programs funded by Titie 1V-C grants on a less than equitable basis. On the
other hand, the majority of eligible nonpublic schools, and pres y their -

* students, receive Title IV-B (Instructional Materials and Schoo¥Library

Resources) benefits for learning materials and library resources.

ESEA Title VII (Bilingual Education) is primarily for children of imited English
proficiency. Though the program is funded at an amount greater than a
demonstration program, it is substantially below the level requyred to serve all -
eligible children. Therefore, the percent of eligibles served 1s not a useful
indicator of targeting efficiency. However, the percent of Enghsh-—groﬁcient
- children participating in the program is an appropriate-indicator.

. - - L] v -
A 1978 study of Title VII found that less than one-third of participating students
were of hmited English proficiency. Although there was no legal restriction
against participation by English-proficient childreh, a proportion of more than
two-thirds was widely felt to be too high, and the Congress _amended the law in
1978 to Limit participation &P Engli h-[ﬁohment children to 40 percent. There
has been ng systematic check off the language proficiency of participating
children since that change in the law.

In the Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA), the targeting issue pertains more to
school districts than to schools or children. The purpose of the program is to |
encourage the voluntary elimination, reduction, or prevention of minor ity group -
isolation and to meet spécial needs incident to the elimination of segregation.
Several studies have found that most funds for the basic grants subprogram went
to districts that desegregated long ago. In response to this situation, the
Congress recently amended the law to add recency of desegregation to the
I criteria for judging grant applications.
’
How Well Have the Programs Been Implemented? t

It 1s by now widely acknowledged that social intervention programs are often
. poorly implemented. Federal programs in elementary and secondary educatiort
have not been exempt from this problem. It is also probably true that many
evaluation studies of education programs have not given sufficiertt attention to
<3 assessing implementation. Inadequate technology (e.g., lack of instrumentation,
data collection problems) and high costs are the main reasons for limited
measurements of the degree of impjementation. ] .
Nevertheless, most evaluation studies do provide some information about
implementation. ESEA Title! is a good example. The 1965 version of the law
. was not very specific about congressional intent. Initial direction from the
former Office of Education was similarly loose. It is not surprising, therefore,
that much early concern about the program focused on possible misuse of funds
and actions inconsistent with the intent of the Congress. Over the years, «
however, both the law and program administration have become morg rigorous.

Curgent evidence indicates that, on the whole, the Title I grant program to
school districts is reasonably well implemented. Following the apparent intent
4 r
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of the Congress, local pro;ects tend to emphasize instruction in basic cognitive
skills. Generally, Title | servlces supplement the usual services provided to
disadvantaged chjldren, and in amounts large enough to be clearly noticeable as “7N\
an educatignak program distinct from that offered regular students. Much less is
known about the,.profic:ency of | pro;ect management and the quality of \
instruction, n

L
t.

The COngress seems 10 have iftended that the Title | subprogram for ’ -
mstltutm'fx;hzed\ndglec and delinquent children be similar in purpose and
operation to.the Nistrict'grant subprOgram. A recent study indicate$ that the
projects do emphasaze instructional services and that the Title I funds are indeed |
supplemental to State funds. Otherwise, there seems to be wide variation in how
institutions implement the program. Actual receipt of services (as measured, for
. example, by pours of reading and math mstructmnsy is less, on the avel‘age, for
Title I studegts than for non-Title [ students. The difference seems to exist
because some institutions do not attach much imporfance to student attendance
in the special Title I activities,

. The implementation question is far different for a program such as ESEA's Title
IV-C. Here the keynote is State and local flexibility, and the Congress has
imposed very few constraints. A recent evaluation shows that management of
the progtam has fostgred flexibility, As a result, there is great variation among
the States with respect to program administration and types of projects.
However, the program did not, in general, lead to consolidated management of
farmerly categonca! programs as may have been hoped. -

The \Iatxonal Diffusion Program (NIYP) takes a different approach toward
3mproving School pfagtice. With this' relatively small program, a number of
.educational practices have been identified for which there is evidence of
effectiyeness. Evaluative evidence indicates that the National Diffusion
Progtam has been successful in causing many school districts to adopt exemplary
educatxggal practices. Further, there is evidence that districts frequently adapt
the practices to local circumstances, At this time, it is not possible to say with .
certainty whether good NDP implementation should be defined as high-fidelity

adoptions with few local modifications, or vice-versa, or something in-between. |
Indeed, the answer may depend upon the kind of educational practice in question. ’ |
Until there is further evidence on the effectiveness of adoptions, the questmn
will be not a.nswered.

The EmergenCy Schoo! Aid Agt (ESAA), and espeqaally the basnc grants
. program, exemplifies that program implementatidn depends upon the clarity

/Jb congressional intent as expressed in legislation. Results of several studies
show that a high proportion of the basic grant funds are used for general .
education assisfance or compensatory education rather than for desegregation
assistante, which is the program intent. Although not an indication of illegal
operations, these fmdings highlight the loose link between the program purpose
and the actual use of funds. In 1978, the Congress amended the ESAA legislation

_to encouragi.a closér relationship between the program purpose and the
‘activities fuhded. - . - .

\ How l*.ffectively Have Prdg-rams Accomplished Their Objectives? .

Thete is rarely, if ever, compjete agreement among all members of the COngress
or :ill administration officialslabout the objectives of Federal education

f
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programs. The following results pertain to the most frequentl stated program
. ) objectives.

. Schools tend to focus ESEA Title | funds_on reading and math ipstruction,
especially in the elementary grades. Recent evidence (student’ tested in 1976~
77) shows that for student reading achievement in grades |, 2, and 3, Title L 1s
effective in that Title I students learn to read at te faster~than would be
expected without Title I but not fast enough to catch up with regular students.

In grades 4, 5, and 6, Title I does not impart benefits in reading, Math results
show positive Title | effects in grades | through 6. The details of these results
are rather complicated and the reader is advised to consult specific reparts cited
in the Title I section of volume Il. ’ -

-~ T

|
Among students in Title I projects for neglected or delinquent ci‘uldr.en (students

tested in.1977-78), the reading and math scores were about whaﬁl would be .
expected in the absence of Title I; that 1s, Title I is not having an impact on

« these students in those skill areas. -

Information about the ESEA Titie VII program comes from a study (students

tested 1n {975-76-77) of Spanish-English projects in their fourth or fifth year of -
operation. In English Language Arts, achievement gains of Title VI Hispanic
students were less than those of non-Title VII Hispanic students. In math, the .
. . gains of the two groups were comparable. *

evidence of ymproved academic achievement in elémentary schopls but no
wmprovement.at the high school level. Empﬁasw subsequently shrfted away from .
improved achievement as a program objective and toward improving relations
among students. A recent study {data collected in 1978-79) found that students
who received ESAA-funded human relations.services showed greater
improvement in measures of intergroup relations (e.g., attitudes, behav.or, and
. self-concept) than students without such services. Evaluations of two other
- ESAA subprograms showed miwed results. One study found that ESAA Ma&net
Schools can be effective when used as a component of a comprehensive, district
wide desegregation effort and when used in districts with a relatively easy
desegregation task. Another study showed that organizations receiving grants
from the ESAA Nonprofit Organization's subprogram were less effective in
developing community support for desegregation than community groups not
funded by ESAA. = . .
&

" An early (1973-76) longitudinal evaluation of the ESAA basic grant program found

rd

‘Federar programs aimed at general improvement in gducational practices are
difficult to evaluate because of the diversity of practices and the sometimes
intangible changes being sought. Thus, while it is clear that ESEA Title IV-C has
encouraged State and local education agencies to try alternative educational
practices, no overall statements can be made about the impact of those changes.
Likewise, for the National Diffusion Program which seeks change.in @ more
. " direct and specific way than Title IV-C, broad judgments can nof be made
regarding program impact on students.
! -
. Summary . ) .

An 1mportant role of program evdms to inform policymakers about
program performance in targeting, implementation, and effectiveness. As. .
studies are completed, evidence about each aspect of program performance
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increases and sb does knowledge about how to implement necessary program
change. It is clear that conclusions about Fedéral education programs in
elementary and secondary schools are mixed: in,sofne cases (such as district
. grants of ESEA Title I) funds appear to be reaching the intended beneficiaries,
providing services as outlined in law and regulations, and leading to,modest -
accomplishment of overall goals. In others, the funds may be targeted
appropriately but do not yet lead to services well focused on progam
. participants. For these programs the effectiveness of program services is still Q/
. largely untested. ‘e ° .
\‘ »
Finally, an occasional evaluation in #lementary and secondary education has .
found that participants in the program are not those identified as the needy
group, with the result that politymakers 1n the Congress ahd the administration
have had to clarify eligibility criteria (e.g., ESEA Title VII). Of course, this
means that both implementation and effectiveness in Title VII need to be
examined (qr re-examined) smcé the characteristics of participants have
. presumably changed. . o8 .

Individual elemnentary and secondary programs covered :n volume II of this report
offer examples of each type: programs which appear to be targeted

- .appropriately, implemented well, and are effective; those which are well-
targeted but need more attention in the area of implementation; and those whose
target group has been modified based_ on findings of earlier evaluatipn studies.

<y

*

POSTSECONBARY\ EDUCATION PROGRANS
) .
The primary goal of the Department of Education’s postsecondary education
programs is to increase educational opportunity. The strategy for achieving this
€%oal rests - '
principally. on providing fmancxafas;nstance to both students and institutions. |
Federal student assistance is awarded both directly and indirestly through State
agencies and education institutions. In fiscal year 1930 the obligations for ED's
student financial assistance programs totaled almost $5.2 billiof). Institutional .
assistance is granted primarily through the Develigping Institutions Program and
special programs for disadvantaged students. In fiscal yeat 1979, institutional
assistance amounted to over $400 million. :
- N ‘ ~ .
-Participation Rates o . .
» o ) ' 4 * « "

Figures on college enrollment for 18- }L 24-year olds during the 1970-78 period & .
are presented in table . Participation rates for various subgroups tend to be,
more volatile than for the age group as a whole.? Over thuis period, participation
rates for males have declined while those for females have increased. In
contrast to more or less constant participation rates for whites, participation
rates for blacks and Hispanig¢s have increased markedly.

Table 2 presents the dannual enrollment rates of dependent students since 1974
categorized by family income (measured in cyrrent dolars). Over this 5-year

period, a clear trend of declining énrollmepnt rates in the over $15,000 famil_y

income categories emerges for both males and females. This pattern contrasts

with the enrollment rates for dependerits from lower .ncome families, which-

have remained relatively stable during this period. . . !
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Y Table 1

»

)

— .
Total Humber and Percentage jof 18- to 24- Year 01ds .
’ Enrolled in College, By Sex, Rate. and Spanish Origin (in Thousands)
A ‘ ’ |
18-To 24-Yeari0ld | .
AGE CROUP 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 - 1976 1977 - 197

-

All I/ '

En?olle,d 8,163 , 8,671 - 8,958 8,878 8,788 9,228 ° 9,620 9,28% 9,180
Total Group 20,632 21,613 22,160 ., 22,522 4 22,530 22,95 23,330 23,336 23,313
% of Total 39.6 40.1 40.4 - ,39.4 39.0 40,2 41.1 39.8 39.&

%]e ) Ld f . ] *
Enrolled 4,278 4.576 4.3  , 4,619 4.486 4.68 4,691 4,556 4,443° '
Total Group 9,493 » 10,971 10,447 10.6%0 *10.673 10.915 » 11,108 11,166 11.107 .

% -of Total 45.0. * 454 . 45,1 . T 43.2 42.0 42.7 42.2 40.8 40.0

. [] - ——— -
~ .
.

Female . .
Enrolled ° 3,485, 4,095 - 4,245 4,259 4,302 4,565 4,929 4,72% 4,737
, Total Group 11,134 11,542. 11.713 11(832 /. 1,857 12.044 J2.272 12.170 12,206 .
L of Total 34.9 5.5 _'3%.2 6.0 . 36.3 37.9 40.2 8.9 38.8
" . . ] % .
Hhite | - / $
Enrolled | 7.48i 7,885 8,073 7,976 7,807 8,191 8,454 8,149 7,970
. Total Group 17,900 18,737 = 19,155 19,332 19,356 19,666 20.003 . 19,912 19,74
% of Total 41.8 42.1 42.1 1.3 40.3 41.7 7 -~ 42.3 40.9 40.3
.
N / ,
Black . ’ e ;
Enrolled 513 668 753 748 Y803 883 981 927 971 -
» Total Group 2,502 2,637 2,755 ‘2,892 2,828 2,8%0 2,987 3,033 3,099
1 of Total \20.‘3 25.3 . 27.3 25.9 28.4 + 30.6 32.8 30.5 3.3
- . .-[ ) .
Spanish Origin 2/ v \ . . > ) /
Enrolled n.a. *n.a. 214 278 358 « 368 383 327 332
Toral uroup Hedas leds - 1217 1,163 1,38 1,312 1,454 1,225 1,455
v é of Total ~— n.d. n.a. 17.6 23.5 25.9 28.0 27.3 22.9 22.9
¢ ) ' | — ! | = . )
1/ Students of other races 2re included in total for a1l students but are not 1isted separately. . . 34
7/ As,attached ‘ ' ) . ;
SOURCE. Calculated from U.S. Bureau of Census, Current Population Reports, jeries, P-20, No. 222, Table 14, v
Ho. 241, Table 13; Mo. 260. Table 12, Hos. 272, Zgﬁ. 303, 319. 333,.Table 13. n.a. indicates that ’
7 the data is’ not available. - . .
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- \ - Table 2 ] ;

ki PERCENTAGE OF 18-TO 24-YEAR-OLQ ospgnnsur FAMILY MEMBERS ENROLLED IN COLLEGE,-
. : K " BY SEX AN FAMILY INCOME A
\‘ ) N s . * .
Family Income . Percent 18-24 ENROLLEQ »
, ~
: Al ( 1974 . ars 1976 1977 1978
¥ .

$ - 0-4,999 13.0 14.3 14.5 13.1 13.1
5,000-12,333 14.9 . 15.6 15.1 15.5 (O I

10.000- L2047 22.1 21.4 19. 18.4 \
15.000-19.999 30.5 29.2 32.8 zs.i ST
. +20,000-24 ,999, : 43.3 4.4 . 44.1 138.2 32.6
25.000 + 58.8 58.1 55.2 54.6 . 28]

Male s
- 2 ' ) .’ ; .
$  0- 4,999 o 16.2- - 16.7 . 17.2 14.4 16.6
5.000- 9.999 18.0 N7, 17.1 - 17.4 *17.2
10,000-143999 . 22.7 24.9 22.6 20.4 19.6
15,000-19, 999 32.2 , 34,0 33.1 27.2 25.1
20 .000-24 999 44.7 43.8 41.8 qgﬁg 32.9
25.000 + §8.1 -+ 56.2 . 52.9 ’ 47.0
Female 3 .
L. L4 - . , {
$  0-4,99 . 10.6 18,3 . 12.6 12.1 , 0.8
5,000- 9,999 12.4 15,6 13.5 14.0 13.4
10,000-14 ,999 ~ 8.8 . . 22.1 20.4 18+4 - 17.3
15.000-19.999 28.7 20.2 - .32.5 25,7 21.7
2000024 ,999 .41.6 11.4 % 46.4 363 32.2
25,000 + " 59,7 58.1 57 .9 55.3 49.6 /

SOURCE: Calculated from U.S. Bureau of Ce'nsus, Current Population Reports, Series P-20,
.Nos. 286, 303, 319, 333, 346. . N , y

-~
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The patterns do, however, appear to be consisteht with a general decline in the
tong-run financiat benefits accruing to a postsecondary education - a decline
ahat 1s mitigated for certain population subgroups (minorities and the poor) b
transfer payments in the form of student flpancial aid that is conditional upon
attendance. ‘- ‘\ |

The preced:ng discussion has focused exclusively on college enrollment because
no'comparable time-series data exist for the noncollegiate sector of
postsecondary education — proprietary and public technicallibcational schools.

- . b}
Improving Access and Choice _Through Student Support

Enhancing educational opportunity through student Jinancial aid programs
removes financial barriers to a postsecondary education for qualified applicants
(access) and provides each potentiat student with as wide a variéty of
postsecondary educatiop options as possible (chbice). A number of assumptions
ynderlie this general sition. They are: (1) that parents bear the primary
responsibility for fi ing their children's education; (2) that students
themselves bear SOH! the burden of finarcing their education; (3) that the
portion of the frfancid] burden borne by the students themselves be distributed
as equitably as possible; and (4) that the most needy students be aided first.
ED-adminsstered programs provide three types of student assistance. Grant or ‘
non-returnable aid is provided by the Basic Educational Opportunity Grant

(BEQG), Supplemental Educational Opportynity Grant (SEOG), and State Student
Incentive Grant (SSIG) programs. Obligations for these programs totaled $2.8

billton in fiscal year 1980. Loans are provided by the Guaranteed Student Loan

(GSL), National Direct Student Loans (NDSL), and Health Education Assistance

Loan (HEAL) programs. The 1980 obligations for these programs amounted to

$1.9 bilijon.6 Earnings are provided by the College Work-Study.(CWS) Program.
Obligations for CWS were $550 million in fiscal year {980,

The grant programs (as opposed to the loan and work programé) have come to
serve distinct roles ih removing financial barriers to access and increasing |,
choice. Grants are seen as providing the financial support that less well-off
parents are unable to provide. Loans and work-study jobs, on the other hand,
offer students the means to share the financial burden of attending ah
educational institution. Offering the students both loan and work opportunities
allows them a choice in the timing of when they ultimately bear their share of
the financial burden. Work allows them to bear it concurrently with their
schooling; 1oans allow them to put off the burden until after they finish their
education. s

l

* \
Table 3 displays the proportion of undergraduate students enrolled on at least a. |
half-time basis who were alded by one or more of ED's student assistance : \
programs (BEOG, SEOG, NDSL, GSL, and CWS7) categorized by dependency (

status, family income, and category of institution attended. >

In academic year 1978-79, 36 percent of all undergraduates who were enrolled on
at least a half-time basis were receiving some student assistance from ED. Of
those attending 4-year public institutions, 36 percent were receiving aid; of
those attending 4-year private institutions, 45 percent were receiving aid; of

those attending 2-year public institutions, 26 pércent were receiving aid; of .
those attending 2-year private institutions, 37 percent were receiving aid; and of
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- Table 3 .

\
b v -

. Pe;éentage of Undergraduates Enrolled at Least Half-time Receiving
_Aid from at Least One of ED Student Assistance Programs
{Unduplicated Count) 1978-79 ‘

By Family Income Group ggséiﬂg

Dependent PO 0- 5,999 7
6,000-11,999 67
: } 12.000-17,999 47
18,000-24 ,99¢ 27

25,000-29,999 21
30,000 or more 8
Independent* 37

A11 Students - 36 ’
- -

By Institutional Category

4 - Year Public © 36

4 - Year Private 45

- 2 - Year Public 26
2 - Year Private 37
Proprietary . L 63

4

— e e

Note: — These include only the Basic Educational Opportunity Grants,
Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants, National Direct
Los Student Loan, Guaranteed Student Loan and the College Work-
Study Programs; the State Student Incentive Grants Program is
not ‘included. . . :

Source: "Study of Program Management ProCedures in the Campus-Based
and Basig Grant Programs - Stage 2", Applied Management
.Sciences, Silver Spring, ¥; 1980. Contract funded by
Office of Evaluation and Program Management/ED )

-

* Considered independent of parental support for student and distribution
purposes. i g



. . . ' L
. those attending proprietary institutions, 63 percent were receiving aid. Overall, }

a greater proportion of students appear to be aided In the more<expensive
. . categories of postsecondary institutions,

. As might be expected, among dependent students the proportion receiving ‘
student 2id declined as family income increased. In the lowest income category
(50 - $5,999), 76 percent of the students received some form of assistance, .
whereas in the highest income category ($30,000 or more) only 8 percent of the
students received some assistance. Among independent students, 37 percent
received aid from ED student assistance programs. These percentages are based
on unduplicated counts of students receiving aid from any of the five ED
programss ' -

: Table 4 describes the extent to which undergraduates received aid from more
than one ED program. BEOG recipients were least likely.to receive aid from
other ED programs; if they did receive other aid, it would most likely be a CW.S
job. The vast majority of SEOG, CWS, and NDSL recipients also receive BEOG
assistance. There appears to be very little overlap between the loan programs.
Only 10 percent of NDSL borrowers are reported to also have a guaranteed

e student loan, and only 16 percent of those with a guaranteed student loan are
* reported as having an NDSL. o .
Impact of Student Financial Aid Programs - . .

The achievement of the "access" objective of the student financial assistance
programs can be measured by the absolute size of the financial burden a student
must bear if he or she is to attend a postsecondary institution. This "student
burden” is the difference between the cost of attending an institution (tuition,
fees, room, board, etc.) and the nonreturnable aid the student réceives from his
family, the Government, or other sources (i.e., family contribution, grants, and
scholarships). Presumably~the studeént burden is financed by some combination of
borrowing and work activity, and thus for students attending postsecondary
institutions, it can be measured by the sum of their loans, earnings from part-
jtime work, and savings fro\rn summer work.

Two aspects of the student burden can be used in measuring the impact of
student aid programs on "access." The first is the size of the student burden. If
we assume that the student should be free to choose between current and future
work activity, burden size should not exceed reasonable part-time earnings and
summer savings alone, or reasonable borrowing alone. The second important
aspect of the student burden as a measure of program impact is the degree to
which It is equal or unequal across need categories, as measured by family
resources, for different typassf institutions (selectiveness, public or private, 2
yeats or 4 years). This aspect may be interpreted as measuring the degree of
equality of financial opportunity, which is derived from the premise that the
burden borne by students should be as equal.as.possible, .

The performance.o(tl:e student financial ald programs with respect to the
“choice" objective can also be measured in.terms of the student burden. Are all
postsecondary education options “affordable” in terms of the burden a student
must bear, regardiess of family resources? If burdens increase, can they still be
covered by. available loans and work? Relative income equality Is a second
useful criterion in evaluating financial aid programs with respect to choice. The
degree of equality in relative burdens serves as a measure of the extent to which

o R gy




Table 4 .

L3

Percentage Rate§ of P;ogram Overlap in Student Aid Recipiency,
For Undergraduates in the Fall of 1979 .

-

o Of student§ receiving BEOG's,

~\ 24% received SEOG's, -
- 36% received CHS, .
' 25% .received NDSL's, ‘

10% received GSL's. . . —

L] ~
+

"0 0f students receiving SEOG's, -

* ) . 87% received BEOG's, 9
\ . . 50% received CWS, :

48% ‘received NDSL's, - )
8% received GSL's. . f.

' o Of stdﬁents receiving CHWS, :
Y -

82%. received BEOG'S, . .
37% received SEOG's, .

35% received NDSL's,

14% received GSL's.

o Of students receiving NDSL';, ’

-76% received BEOG's, ,
40% received SEOG's, . . .
. 38% recejved CWS, ]
~~ 10%'received GSL's.

» . P

o Of students receiving ﬁSL'E,

" 48% recefved BEQG'S,
11% regeived SEQG's,
- - 26% received CWS, :
. 16% received NOSL'S: N

L
L)

Source: "Study of the Impact of the Middle Ingome Student Assistance
Act,” Applied Management Sciences, Silver Spring, MD, 1980,
gontract funded by 0fffice of Evaluatton and Program Management/ED .

* . ¢ Q:}.‘. *
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3 ‘ grant programs equalize the fipancial terms upon which prqgpective‘students

. must choose between postsecondary options. Clearly, relaffve student burdens
wll]l be equal if the student burden associated with each education option 1s the ™
.same regardless of the student's family resources. An eduation option in this
lgo:;te»:t can be defined by the total cost of attendance or the student's expense

* budget. . -

tf\

" Evidence £oncerning the Impact of,PD's StudeMt Financial Assistance Programs
Tables 5 and 6 show estimates of the mean expected family contribution, torﬂ N
grant aid received, and student burden borne by financial aid applicants,

. tegorizéd by dependency status, family income for dependent students, and the,

.. v st ?table 5) or type of the institution attended (table 6). The estimates of P

.~ mean $tudent burden are u?:eful in assessing the impact of ED’'s financial

assistance programs. It should, how ever, be %membered that tEse estimates

are derived fromdata on aid applicants only.*

“‘}' r

-

. L .
- A comparison of student Burdens with what students can be reasonably expected
> sto earn or borrow sheds light on the achievement of both the access and choice
objectives of the student financial aid programs. As a reference,’a student
. working off the minimum wage for 15 hours a week during the schoel year would
. earn approximately $1,350. Summer work could reasonaBly produce drother $500
' In savings. Therefore, from work alone a student should be able to finance .o
student burden of $l,85l1_, provided, of course, that<a job exists. Under the
Guaranteed Student Loan Program,,all students are eligible to borrow up to
%2,500 per year-for 3 years; "néedy” students can be atforded loans'by
postsecondary institutions of up to $2,500 in their first,2 years of study and
another $2,500 in their second 2 years under the National Direct Student Loan
Program. L. ‘ — ;
. Ny
- If access 1s interpreted as adequate financial resources to attend a 2-year public
institution, the mean student burdens presented in table 6 indicate that the
access objective has been reasonably accomplished. For all dependent students,
the student burden could be easily financed by part-time worK alone. The
independent students' burdens are significantly higher but seem manageable if
" students commit much more time to work activitids or are willing to take out
sizable loans. Little chapge is noted if access is defined in terms of 4-year
' public institutions. Student burdens-at.these schools are higher for all
* categories, except independent students. Where higher, still easily financed by
£ “work activlty. . ] .

-
- »

. What about choice? How feasible are the student Burdens at private and
. proprietary schools? Looking at table 6, we see that the largest mean student L
® . burden is $3,774 (for independent students at private 4-year institutions). A
barden of this magnitude is approximately $300 less than the sum of reasonable
expected student earnings ($l,8§0) and annual student borrowing ($2,500). \yhefe‘
postsecondary education options are defined by their total cost in table 5, the
largest mean student burden is 55,349 (for independent students at institutions
costing over $6,000). Agburden this large is almost $1,000 more than the sum of
what 4 student cap botrow and reasonably be expected to earn (54,350). If these
. Students chdose to attend a f\igh-cost private institution, they can do so only at
.« - greatpersonhal sacrifice. . . e 0 .

»
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“ ’ . - Table 5 * . . }
e - -
Mean Expected Family Contribution Grant Aid a%d Student Surden for Ald Applicants by Dependency . |
Statys., by Family income, and by the Student Expense Bud?et of the Institution Beang Attended 197930 |
(l_n dollars - ’ |
T Dependent Students by Family Income " Ingependent_Students )
[ 4 = ry
Student Expanse N 0 “.m 5‘2.003 Sls.m sz‘om 530.000
[ ~a ) 5,999 ~ 11,999 =17,9%9 +23,999 -29.939  “and over )
. " a b
0- Expected Faoily Contrlbution L} a7 625 782 1,293 1,013 .85 |
- ‘
v 82,500 « A Grants 1,097 1,063 829 198 680 6% 849 »
- . Student turden . S0 535 574 510 27 250 " 8
l) *
TR - Expected Family Contribution 429 629 £61 1,915 1,37 . L447 M
3,000 A Crants. . 1230 1,09 1082 0 882 in o 3% 1
Student Surden 1,049 1.021 1,020 869 g1 > 808 1,172
T ‘) " » S ——— —— - T
$3.001 - Expected Family Contribut idn 302 370 729 1,151 1,475 1,645 22
4,000 A% Grants 1,786 1.670 1,41 3,201 E:he] 1.018 8
Q
Student Burden 1,058 1,573 1Al t.229 1,31 %3, 2,388
N) M d v
$4,001 - -~ Expected Famtly Contridution 257 288 767 1,779 2,665 2,22 82
. 75,000 ANl Grants e 2,260 z,2n 1,880 1,238 752 LI 1Y
. Student Burden 2,097 1,977 J.ooe 1,565 1,125 1,348 2,841
- hd el WM A - e p—— I omm - - e - R e— - - ——
¢ . :. ‘)
$5,001 - Expected Family Costribution %9 > A5 264 1,405 2,026 3,146 k13| /
g 6,000 . Al Grants H E'z 2,405 2,002 1904 1.634 79 1A
. . Student Surden® 2,437 2.59" 2,648 2,291 1.960 04396 3.642
N e e T & R & A = o
8) .
Over » _ Expected Family Contributfon 80 83 1379 © 2450 3012 4B 4,58 893 M
6,000 Al firants . 31293 3.366 2,844 2 61 2.2% 142 1,515 +
L J a®
. Student Burden 3.222 3,186 3,413 2,285 2,287 1,626 5.349

’
Fote. a) The Expected Faafly Contribution js computed according to the Jniform FethodoTogy, adiusted where w?w.:rpi‘:lt._e_sc:_4
#% not to be 1ess than $1.100 for'a student 1iving with parents. N

Y ot b) Celd frequency fewer than 30. . . .
]
Source 'Stydy of the lmpact of the Middie.lncore Student Assastance Act,' Applied Mandgement Sciences, Silver Spring, WD
' 1980, Contract funded by Oftice of Evaluation and Program Managenent/€D,
+ [ - .
g - - . ‘ *
* .
—— i -
o ‘ . -
.\ * ' .
“ s Y » "
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Table 6%

Mean Expected Famity Comtribution. Grant Atd and Student Burden for Ald K'wlitlnts by Dependency

Status. by Famlly Tncome, and by Type of Institution Belng Attended

. {in S1lars)

-
L

Dependent Students by Faally Income

1979.80

.

A

ndependent Students

Type of ! . . 0 S50 S12.000  SI8.00  $24 000 $30.000 ' .
Irstitution -5,999 1,999 17,999 23,999 -29,993  and over
4 Tur. Expected Family Co;tr!but!m‘ 173 351 656 1,392 1,14 2,382 - mn
Publ ic Al Grants 1.600 1.499 1,388 1,078 TH 886 1,097
[7\ Student Burden 1.188 1,418 1,586 1.215 14355 1,067 2.781—'
] P% Expected Fastly Contr!b-utMn.) 433 505 1,109 . 1,670 2,415 3.916 516
Private AN Grants 2,99 289 ¥ 2.3 1.9 1,362 1,631
Student Burden 2 089 2.3 2,407 2.03% 1,487 1,580 3.4
~
2 year fxpected Fanily Contr!but!onu 466 553 161 1126 1,%97 l.?Bl,b) ‘ 343
LR A1l Grants 1,085 1,078 1.133 192" 590 585 978-
. “Student Burden Toves nos 926 985 785 N8 2.848
2 ear ¢ Expected Family Contrib-utloud 598 ‘l59 £07 1,122 2.0 l.la “9.
Privite AN Grants 1.654 i.m 11 13 1,024 850 1,09
Student Borden 1,385 1.282 1,749 1.227 .93 1 1,978
e TemesoTTmess ”'lb ]
Proprietdry  £xpected Family Contridution g 554 1006 - 120 151 2,176 x| 259
Al Grants . Fo8AS 1,789 1.362 1,092 84 05 1,342
* Student Burden . 1,958 1,805 1.691 2.151 240, 2,064 208
Xote a) The Expected Family Codtribdtion is computed according to the ynifarm Hﬂhod;iogy. .- adjusted where appropriate so
5 0ot 10 De lest than $1.000 for 2 student 1iving with parents. * .
b} Cell, frequency fewer than 30, . .
Source  “Study of the Impact of the Middie income Student AssisTance Act : Aoplied Management S5ciences, Sﬂve'r Spring. Y0

1980, Contract funded by Offdce of Evaluation and Program Managenent fED.
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Table} 5 and 6 present only niean student burdens; a fuller picture of the
affordability of stujent burdens relative to what students can either earn or,
borrow is presented in table 7. This table shows the'results of a comparison of
individual student burdens with the ashounts students could be expected to earn
from part-time work (31,350), earn doing part-time work combined with savings
from summer work (31,850), or borrow (§2,500).9 The table indicates that all of
the students attending the lowest cost instutitions (5052,500), presumably public
2-year and 4-year mstntutione‘;, could have financed their student burdens with
the subsidized GSL's or NDSL's, and 93 percent could have financed their student
burdens with work alone, Moying to the next most expensive category of
institution (52,501-3,000), 92 percent of the students could have financed their
student burden with a subsidized loan alone, and 82 percent could have financed
1t by work alone. It is reasonable to assume that an accessible institution near o~
every student falls within these first two budget categories, supporting the
conclusion that access, or fnore ppecifically financial access, has nearly been
acltieved. . g -

Table .7 shows that as instjtutional costs becompe greater, the percentages of
.. students whose student butdens exceed allowable annual loan limits and

reasonable levglggf part-tinie earnings inérease rapidly. Nonetheless, students
still attend these institutiols, making it reasonable to"assume that students who

. are managing 1o enroli at (nore expgnsive institutions could also have attended
less éxpensive ones, On the basls of what is presented in this table and,in the
two precedm&éables, a considerable degree of real choice among postsecondary
wistitutions gxists for most st t§, But for many students choice comes only

at the prige o muﬂ\l}iggg PET ! sacrifice in terms of student'burdens,
particularly fiinthe independeat\student. .

Turning to the guestion of W]j%l:\(er ‘there is equality in the financial terms of
access and ch8ite among studemtswith different family resources, we can look
at table 5 aghigl, A:compérison of mean stddent burdens for differing
dependency and-family ifcome categories within institutional cost categories
indicates equaiity 4 dependent students whose family intomes are less than
$1%,000. Meap student burdens tend to decline for dependent students as they
move to m&h}r inéome categories and increase markedly for independent
students. , - s
L] * ’
Table 8 prowides another perspective on how the distribution of grant aid affecty
the degree of equality in the financial terms of access and choice. In this tabje,
the hypothetigal student burden in the absence of grant aid as a fraction of jhe
" student's expense budget 15 compared with the actua!l student burden as a
fragtion o%that same budget. Each cell shows both the mean and standg)t
deviation {a measure of dispersion about the mean) of the hypotheticalénd
actuy! fractions for students ig the céll. In all cases grant aid gregMy reduces
the pércentage of a student's budget that must be financed withAdans and/or
work; the manner in which grants are distributed increases JH€ inequality of the i
percentage for most categories of ‘students. Thjs.ioese®Se in the inequality of

¥student burden as a percent of_the.s rBudget is most pronounced in the
lowest Cost.casegory BT Mstrtutions ($0-2,500) and in all institutional categories
, Igpsmidependent students. | . . . o

;f conclusion, it appears from the data available that ED's student financial aid
; programs have been reasorably successful in providing financial access to some
o 'evel of postsecondary gducation for all prospective students with financial need.

ERIC . | 3 44 ‘ :
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, . a Table 7 .
The Proport 1on of 8000 S:Eudent‘.l:d Applicants Whose ;tude:nt Burden Dxceeds $1 350 $1.850 and $2,500 Pespectively
. Dependent Student by Famtly Incore ’ i“‘s‘m:fi' - Stutents
M:m . 0 $6000 $12.000 $18.000 $24,00 $32.000
Lateqory 5,998 1189 17,999 23,999 +29,99%  and over .
0= 8. fireater Than $1.350 M) .07 09 07 .03 n .29 .15
2,500  $.B. Greater Than $1,850 01 02 .04 03 0 - .18 07
S.A. Greater Than §2,500 0 0 o ‘o o' oY 0 00
$2.501-  $.8. Greater Than $1.350 3 R 3 .19 04 a3
., 3,000 $.8. Greater Than $1,850 03 05 04 02 02 Q .35 A8
5.8, Sreater Than $2.500 e .01 01 0 g2 » .26 . o8
$3.0003  $.8. Greater Than $1,350 .64 .55 4 43 .50 .29 .88 I' 69
4,000 | $.8. fireater Than $1,850 .29 28 .21 9 2 s 76
| $.8. freater Than 82,500 08 06 03 07 A T .52 » 22
‘ 001-  $.8, Sreater Than 31,350 by B . .56 B 43 .90 B
000 S.E. Greater Than 51,850 53 55 .53 A7 21 A1 e 67
$.B. Sreater Than $2.50 .3 .28 23 .21 .15 16 .69 46
x Sreater Than 11,350 .91 .52 B ) 75 58 -9 6
- ST . J° 1 g8 28 .66 38 9 .
", “reater Than 82,50 A .51 5 43 A0 RY «83 .56
- eprgmm————- - 7
. Qver 5.8, Sreater Than $1,3%0 1] .52 75 JOTT 55 9 .82
£,000  $.8. Greater Than 31,850 g6\ 8 .33 S .65, A0 .5 5
$.h, Greater Than .SZ,SM 63 65 63 .50 A7 .32 &8 66

Nete:

37 Cell f:eq:aefxy“_feﬁr than 30°

-~

- o
Seurce  "Hludy of the [wpact of the Middle [ncome Student Assistance Act”, Applied Managesent Sciences, 5thver Spring, M),
1980, Contract funded by Office of Evatuation and Prograa Managenent/En
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Source. "Stwdy of the Middle Income Student Assistance Act”. Applied Management Sciences, Siiver Spring, MO, 1990,

O
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Student Burden With Grants #s a Percent of Budget = (Budget - Expected Faaily Lontribution) - Budget
The Expected Famyiy Contribution 15 computed according to the uniform Methodoiogy. #divsied where #9propridte -

- - .
¥ e ¥
. - ' . . ‘
. N\ [ I ,
. - t .
. (]
P . » -
.t * Table 3 * '
- - -
-‘nseS?m of Grants on the Level and Yariation in Student Burden as 2 Proportion of Student
LN Budoet: 1975-%0
- - R
» . ' L
ol . ' Independent L1
Dependent Student By Family Intome Students Students
# b -—
Budget ° Student Burden 35 2 ' 0 $6.000 $12,000 318000 24,000 $3).000
Categbry Proportion of Budget .-5,999 ) =99 17,999 23,999 23,999 and over ~ v |
. - & 4o -
. * y o) [ ] ® S X 9 L 1] X 20 H D M- H SO |
. e _ - . .
0. Without Grant;) ) 89 .18 86 .20 69 .72 .64 .25 .44 .27 .49 .33) B8 27 B2 .28 i
] [4 . - 4
* $2.500 With Grants 2..25 24 W30 .21 4 02,09 13 .17 18 .25 A3 50 33 . . 'i
2501,  Withowt Grants ETRRUINE QT IR R T QN NE RIS 23 »
. 4
3,000 With Grants T S B 1S § R Y B O [ T S QR | B & £33 M 25
43,001 Without Grants H1 .32 .9 3 80 20 .68 .21 .59 .24 .55 3 B T | B4 L2
4,000 With Grants A2 .20 4 18 39 .17 M 24 36 L2827 .38 .Y s S0 .26
$4,001. ¥ithout Grants 940,25 .93 .10 .83 .19 .61 32 M1 O3 5] 3 S92 .20 B3 .27
] [
' s 000 Wi{th Grants A5 .10 43 .19 42 20 34 27 .25 2% 20 .35 . B S22
° 85,001 Hithovt Grants }_/.93 TR TS PRS- VRN F RS L SN R ¥ S 7 Y ) S S S - B2 28
6,000 With Grants A5 .17 .47 .18 48 .19 LA 20 U35 27 .25 24 K.Y B .1 S50 .25
)
Over uithout Graats” | B3 .20 .89 .20 .82 .19 °.68 .28 60 .29 49 .23 .89 .26 .16 .3
$5,000° With Grants A4024 A3 2.4 .2 32 20 D 2T M 68 A9 30
Kotes a2} Student [wrden Without Srants as a Percent of Budget = (Butnet — Faovected family Lontribution) - Rudget

50 a3 not to be less thar$1,100 for a student 1iving with parents.

d) Cell 1 1es5s thin 30
e) 50 - sur\d;a Deviation

E

L

Contract funded by the Office of Evaluation and Program Minagement/ID .
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These programs appear to,have made even the most expensive postsecondary
education options botentially affordable even for the poorest students. But
attendgrCe,at high-cost institutions seems to come only at the price of very high
persoffal sacrifice for certain categories of students, particularly the

independent student. '

Income Student Assistance Act (MISAA) became law on' November |,
1978. HoweX\er, its provision affecting the BEOG, SEOG, and CWS programs did
not take effet until the start of the 1979-80 academic year. The intent of this
legislation was to reduce the stutient burden of middle-income students. To see
if this occurred, one can compare the entries in this report's. table 5 with those in
a similar table in the 1979 Annual Evaluation Report.l0 Table 9presents this
comparison in terms of the 1978-79 to 1979-30 change in each item. | .

L™ .

What is the net effect of these changes? If we divide the dependent students
between fow and middie income at $12,000 {4} schools that cost students up to
$5,000, and at $18,000 for more expensive schools, we find that student burdens .
s increased in }2 oyt of 1% low-income combinations, whereas student burdens
decreased in 20 out of 22 muddle-income combinations. This pattern of changes
is highly significant statistxcally.“ Thus, MISAA appears to have had its
intended effect with respect to the middle-income students itthat the mean
burden appearsto have been more clearly equalized for a number of budget
groups. To a large extent, this equalization has been accomplished through an
increase in the mean grant level. However, in a number of these groups there
was a drop in the mean family coptribution as well. Although at first glance, it
may have appeared that M{SAA “robbed Peter to pay Paul," in reality it has,
provided for the equalization of mean student burden levels. ~

Student Persistence '

-

As noted in earlier Annual Evaluation Reports, past studies revealed that 70

" percent of all entering freshmen eventually graduate from college. Bifty

percent of this group graduated from the institution at which they started; the.
others graduated after transferring to other institutions. Furthermore, 30
percent of the students who transferred did so in their second year.

Analysis of recent data collected b4 an ED study on student persistenc
that financial aid is related to q:dent persistence in a positive m

particular, those students with algrant or a loan above $1,000 were/Aoun
likely to persist. Financial aid, s might be expected, assists the lpw-i
student more than a student_from higher income families. Work ald agpears to
enhance the persistence of low-income students especially if they fecdive no
grant aid. Work aid, however, does not appear to be a factor for hi
students especially if they already have a grant. ‘

Improving Access, Choice, and Quality Through Support of Jnstitutions

The Department of Edugation also administers programs that grant funds
,directly to the institution. Programs such as these allow the institution to, .
maintain and improve the quantity and quality ®f the educational services it ,
provides students without passing the full cost of these services on to students.
These programs, like the student aid programs, also help the institution reduce or
hold constant the burden to students in a period of rising costs by reducing the .
net cost of instruction. . . ’ ,

0 . 47 8
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» ! . . Tables .
A Comparison of Changes “n 0olTar Amounts of Family Contributions Crant Aid And
The Student Burden {Nork/Loirs) From 1975-79 to 1979+80 by Family Ingome and By Student Budjel »/
‘ f L] »
- . Independent
— . . 4 ent Students - Students
LY
frstitatton Stusent . 0 $6.000 IZI000 $IS,000  $24,00  $30 000
_Expens -5,999 ‘=11,99 .17,%99 #2399 =29.939  2d over
. 0 Expected Family Contritution o 32 - 72 o W4 o, %0 o 18« ds . 08
. 12,500 A1 Grants B T Y N U S T PR |- S
. Student Surden e 157 . 18 . 57 - 9T, - BB . 6% . g 25
52,501, Expected Family Contr!butéon « 45 8 U i U2 ) 8« 1,08 «
. B0% Y AN Grants -9 - IS e e 3§ e 2 - W5 - s
Student Surden ooBL e 62 - 52+ AM - 285 -1 . A
- ey
$3,000 Expected Famsly Contfibution « 45 - 13 . 3 - W - 3T - 263 - ]
- &40 AN} firants « 51 }!6 . 2'97/\!#'\: 198 .y 3?:9 . 28
Student Burden e 1 e W& . 97T .oz N o2 ‘—a? . 21
34,000 Expected Family Coptributéion  »° 31 - 3@+ 5 o+ 200 - 1@ .+ 34} . 181
[ . -
- $5,000 AT Grants T I A T T
' Student Burden  ° . 200 - 33‘{ AR TR S I , v
L
$5,00 Expected Family Contribution  « 337 - "¥2e - 19 - LU7 - 645 e 5 . 242
[ »
. $6.,000 ) Al Grants o M5 . 21 e 23 e 34 e )+ 15 « N2
Student puroen e e g e s - Rt g - s s W
- ’
Over Expected Family Contribytion - 18 -3 -1 « 358 - @7 - 195 - M
$5.000 A1l Grants 1,526 o n - 234 - 356 - 150 « 178 . 13
Student Burden 1,003 « 8M ¢ W5 - 1% e M - 52 . 1,061
Source  "Study of the Impact of Yhe M-ddle Income Stydent Assistance Act'. Applied Management Sciences,
Silver $pring, M3 1980, Contract funded by the 0ffice of E'uluation and Frogram Managesent fE .
¥
Kote 4) The purpose of this table 15 10 show how passage of MISAA affected key “inanc el Componems of student .
resources by famiy income, Ko sdjustment was wade for snflation of fomiy :ncome and student budgets,
r - " - ‘
. . = . '
[ - ‘. *
- ' ) '
1 -
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“
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Federal institutional aid programs administered by ED 'make up about 7 percent
of the total higher_education budget ($329 million in fiscal year 1980 of a
total of $5.3 lszriallion).l2 Title Il of the Higher Education Act (HEA), the
. Developing Institutions Program, accounts for a little less than one-third of this
total (5110 mullion in fiscal year 1980). Title Il promotes detailed institutional
program planning, curriculum development, faculty development, and improved
administrative practices by providing resources to help participating institutions
finance these psrgrams. Generally,.the focus has been on institutions that serve
large numbers of, disadvantaged students. This focus 1s consistent with the larger
goal of Federal ayd for postseconflary programs: to enhance equal educational
opportunity. HEA-Title Il program eligibility criteria have included as a%ey
factor the relative number of disadvantaged students the institution serves.
, Thus, the programican be said to be on target if the relative number of %
¥ . disadvantaged served in developing ins{itutions exceeds those in the student
population as a whaole. BEOG recipied, the economically disadvantaged
students, on the avérage made up 28.5°percent of the student body in HEA-Title
Itf iristitutions compared to 17.9 percent for gther 2- and 4-year colleges in -
academic year 192_7\-;8. ’ i

Recent program participants provide the only available evidence on program
effectifeness. Few participating institutions have closed since the inception o oy
" the program. Given that access and choice are Federal goals and since these |
institutions serve large numbers of low-income students, the closing of any . »
institutjon would reduce the number and choice of posfsecondary education
institutions available for students enrolled in the affected institutions.
Evidepce shows that praximity to public and private nonselective colleges
influences college entrance, and that low-income students tend to live at home
ile attending college. The distance from home to college is strongly and
consisténtly associated with parental income even aftéer other student .
characteristics such as parehtal education, ability, and race have been taken into
account.l® Fhus, certainly choice and, to a lesser degree, access are reduced
with the closing of any institution. ’ :
Vrhile student financial assistance programs can be judged.in terms of theur
impact on either removing or equalizing financial barriers for students, other
Federal programs are aimed at assisting the student by removing nonfinancial 4
barriets to access and choice. Target groups forthese programs are . : :
disadvantaged persons with academic promxie wio lack adequate academic
preparation or who are insufficiently,motivated.
The programs attempt to identify potential students and provide them with
counseling and remedial assistance to encourage them to enter and persist in
postsecondary education. Present programs focus h students both at the
precollege and college levels; however, current funding levels ailow for serying
no more than one in seven students who ‘might otherwise qualify.

The recently completed study of the Upward Bound Program identified
substantial impact upon students’ entry into and persistence in postsecondary
education programs. Currently, a major study of the Special Services for
Disadvantaged Students Program is in progress. It is, however, too early to
report on the impact of the Special Services Program. More detail,on each study)
¢ is presented in the program section of volume If alod} with program ar.d study .
information on the Talent Search and Educational Opportunity Center Programs.

(€) -
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In addition, the Department of Education administers a number of small
categorical and grant aid programs ($30 mjllion or less in annual appropr. tions). |
Included are fellowship programs, cori§truction assistance, and mte_rpanor?*l |
education. These programs are also discussed in detail in volume II. * ‘
\

4 ' :
- SPECIAL CATEGORY PROGRAMS -
LOccupational, Aduit, and Career Education ’ ((

- - !
The major special category programs are authorized by the Yocational Education
Act (VEA), the Adult Education Act (AEA), and the Career Education Incentive ‘
Act (CEIA) which, with the except(ontbf the CEIA, are administered by the |
Office of Yocational and Adult Education. The CEIA is administered by the
Office of Elementary and Secondary Education. -

is allocated to vocational education programs. The purpose of vo
education 15 to help individuals bridge the gap between education and
providing the knowledge and tram%’tg needed for specific occupations. Currently,

funding for Federal vocational education programs 15 of two basic types:

= v
[

o  Formula Grants to States
- . " L -
Allocated on a formula basis, 'these grants assist States to maintain,
/N extend, and improve existing progragns of vocational education so
that persons of all ages wijl have r:a%y access to high quality
vocational training or retraining; to develop new programs of
vocational education; and to provide part-time employment for.
youths who need the earnings from such employment to continue
* their vpcational training oh a full-time basis,

Funds: are distributed throlgh three separate authorities: (1)

Programs for Disadvantaged; (2) Basic Grants to States; and (3)

Consumer and Homemaking Education. The largest is Basic Grants ,
(562,266,000 in FY 1980). . ’

E

o Discretionary Programs
’

Three programs award grﬁnts and/or contracts 3t the discretion of
the Secretary: Programs of National Significance (research,
demonstration, and development projects); the Program for Indian
Tribes and Organizations;*and the Bilingual Vocational Training
Program. !

Because of a sévenfold rise in public outlays for vocational education during the
fast decade, more than one-third of the Nation's high schoo!l students now take
vocational subjects. While it is true that initial Federal expenditures for
- vocational edueftion programs in 1963 gave impetus to State and local spending
for these.programs, no studies haye been conducted to determine whether the |
Federal program's impact on State/local spending continues. Though 1t is widely * ‘
believed that Federal dollars no longer stimulate the expenditure of State and ——
local funds because of the large State and local overmatch, Federal set-asides |
or national priority groups do have spme catalytic effect. For example, set-
ERIC .° \ T o i :
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asides for the disadvantaged and handicapped have increased the number of

—programs for these groups. No evidence is available to show whether the
postsecondary set-aside Is responsible for the doubling of postsecondary
vocational enroliments (e.g., in community colleges) since 1970.

-

Measurement problems and interpretation ambiguities make 1t difficult to
determine whether or not vocational education has been successful. On¢”
problem is that employment 1s not the primary objective of all vocational
students. Another 1s that economic conditions probably much more powerfully
influence employment choicg among youth more than does curriculum choice.
Despite these imitations, the data from four national longitudinal studies
provide a sufficiently long timeframe to assess employment outcomes for
vocational education graduates.,!

o Taken together, the longitudinal studies suggest that most secondary
vocational education have no labor market advantages. The .
- exceptions are the young women trained in the office occupations.
,Compared to their male counterparts and other vocational education
graduates, they experience fewer periods of unemployment, have
higher hourly wages, and work in jobs related to their training. Other .
’ high school vocational get jobs not too unlike nonvocational
graduates within-3"years after graduating; experience similar rates of
pay and unemployment; have similar degrees of job satisfaction; are
no more knowledgeable about occupations than nonvocational
students. Yocational education students are as likely to drop out as
other students; are less likely than other graduates to continue
- formal education in colleges and universities but will most likely seek
‘ additional occupational training. Postschool training (outside of
colleges) pays off more for vocational graduates than for other
graduates,” ™~

N - -
]

- 0 Because secondar&ocatlonal students have lower aptitude test
scores and tend to come from- poorer families than other $tudénts, .
1t 1s often assumed that these students Would lose interest in school 1f
vocational education were not availabte. This hypothesis, however,
has nev::\= been tested. :

.
"

. o Other studies of postsecondary students indicate they are more likely
to enter training-related jobss~

F 4 L ]
. The Yocational Education Act supports programs that train pel(sons in specific
occupational skills and 1s primarily focused on training at the secondary and
postsecondary Jevels. The career education legislation emphasis is on building a
broad understanding of different types of work at the elementary-eyel with later
development of decisionmaking skiils in deciding on appropriate occupations.
The Career Education Incentive Act (Public Law 95-207), passed in December
1977, autho;i‘ks formula grants to assist States in implementing career education
in_local schools. It also cfminues the Secretary's discretionary authority to
make demonstration grantsAo State and local education agencies and to
postsecondary institutions a provision not yet implemented.

The Adult Education Program focuses on yet another aspect of the transition
from school to the world o}f work. Specifically, its legislation provides for

ERIC N | o1 ‘
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" support to the States for projects which will assist adults in obtalning the basic
sitls (i.e,, language and computation skills) necessary to function effectively in -
an occupation. . : ‘

w

. " I -
Programs for the Handicapped (

The several programs aythorized under the Education of the Handicapped Act
(EHA) have one or more of four basic purposes: (1) provision of direct services;
(2) development, demonstration, and dissemination of new technologies, teaching
meth and materials; (3) training regular and special education personnel, and
(%) program evaluation. In each program, the role of the Federal Government
has been stimulative, whereby it provides "seed" money to States and othet
grantees to stimulate increased quantity and quality in all services and t6 assure
that program benefits reach previously unserved handicapped children. The
strategy for evaluating programs for the handicapped is to determine if they
have accomplished their specific purposes and, more generally, have had the
desiced stimulative effect. Accordingly, evaluation studies have been of two
kinds: (1} those designed to obtain objective data on the impact and
effectiveness of specified programs,.particularly those which represented a
major Federal investment of funds; and-(2) those designed to provide policy-
relevant planning information to enable the Federal Government to target its
resources more effectively. :
Studies of the first type found that, in general, these programs have
accomplished their specific purposes. Efforts to isolate the stimulative effect
and to demonstrate a causal relationship attributable to Federal programs have
been complicated by factors outside the control of Federal evaluators and
prograin managers. Examples of these factors range from effective fobbying by
parents and professional groups with special interests in education of the
handicapped to court cases wh.ch have demonstrated that hand:gapped children
have not had equal access to educational opportunities. Because of these events,
an inCrease 1n resources for handicapped children has led to a corresponding
gradual increase in the number of handicapped children receiving services. As
noted above, the degree to whichFederal programs have contributed to this
increase has_not been clearly determined. Furthermore, attempts to
demonstrate this effect have been complicated by recent legislation which has
resulted in a sigmficanyeﬂnition of the Federal role in education of the
handicapped.
The Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (P.L. 94-142) amended
RHA, P_ar:c B, in the following ways:

-

(] It explicity states that Federal assistance to States is to assure
— access to a free, appropriate public education for all handicapped
children. .

L ' - -

(] It specifies that the unserved have first priori\t.;(-' and that
the most severely handicapped within each disability category
who are not réceiving an adequate education have second
- priority for services relative to all handlcapped children.

o __1It indicates that handicapped children should b& served in the
least restrictive environment consistent with their needs and
Q abilities. .

- ‘ - 45 52 o . i
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It specifies that each child shall have tj;e:benefzt of an
individualized educational program which will be updated at
least annually. -

-

The Office of Special Education and Rehabiiitation Services has data, which show
progress in achieving these legislative objectives. For examples

Developmental Programs in Education

e

Almost 77 percent of the Nation's hande:apped school-age children
are receiving special education and related services today compared
to less than 50 percent at the time P.L. 94-142 was enacted.

In th# andual child cdunt for the school year 1979-80, 46 of the 58
States affd Territories (79 percent) reported an increase over 1978-79
in the flumber of handicapped children receiving special education
lated services.

Since the passage of P.L. 94-142, over 317,000 additional handicapped
children have been'reported to be receiving special education which
has required the hiring or reassignment of approximately 19,000
teachers. .

The numbérof preschool children ages 3 through 5
receMng special education has increased by more than 36 000
in the past 4 years, a growth of more thag_lo percent.

b

Since the enactment of P.L. 94-142 in 1975, the number of
previously institutionalized handicapped children being served
by local districts has increased by almost 6! percent.

-

A major purpose of several programs administered by ED is to improve the
guality of educational practices. These programs are:

*

Basic Skills Improvement Indian Education, Part B
Community Education Indlan Education, Part C
Consumer Education Metric_Education

Education in the Arts Teacher Corps 2

Gifted and'Talented’Education * Teacher Centérs .

All of these programs support demonstration pro;ects. Because of limited

evaluatio

unds, however, only three programs have been evaluated:

Community Education, Teacher Corps, the nght-To-Read portion of Basic Skills

Improvement.

‘ ~

Community Education -

The purposes of this program are to demonstrate effective practices in
community education and to stimulate wide adoption of these practices. A
recent study undicates that the program has been quite effectwe in achieving its
purposes. For example:

¢

-

Substantial levels of effort {e.g., personnel, material support; and
people and geographic areas served) in keepingf with the terms .

of Federal grants and Federal policy have been expended,
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Y . o) These levels of program effort and activity were achieved,
in patt, because there were substantial commitments of . :

non-Federa! resources supplementing the Federa! funds.

0 The majority of the projects which had received Federal
funds for only one year were continligg at least some of
these activities and in several, the leve! %1 effort "
even without Federal funds had increased.

‘.
0 These project-supported activities had produced desired
effects on the educdtional systems and broader community
* and also produced identifiable changes in indiyiduals which
were Qppreciated by the project participants

The primary negative finding was that recordkeeping at the project leve! was
inadequate. Routine, programmatically meaningfu! data do not now exist.
3 .
Teacher Corps Training
Teacher Corps is currently implementing a new program whereby its field
projects in partnership with an institute of higher education (IHE), a schoo!
district, and a community advisory group, provide inservice training for teachers
that is responsive to b&tghjﬁstrict and community needs, with a hoped-for side
benefit of reforming IHE teaching practices. Additionally, the trainipg is
intended to instill a greater sensitivity to the needs of minority and/or .
disadvantaged children so that the teacher can work more effectively with these -
children. Teacher Corgs expects to demonstrate several program models-
directed toWard these objectives. ~ .
A
A study of Teacher Corps graduates of preservice training projects showed __ .
partial success in achieving similar objectives. Teacher Corps graduates were
most different from contro! group teachers in {1) developing ethnically relevant
curricula;, (2) using community resources in teaching and for contacting parents;
and (3) having positive attitudes about reading development and causes of
poverty'in the society. ) N .7
* These findings reflect Teacher Corps' special concern about low-income minority
group children. However, teacher performance measures in the study showed no
differences in such categories as teachers being a change agent :n the schoo! or
in interaction bgtween teacher and pupils in the classroom. Further, no
significant differences between Teacher Corps and contro! group classes were
revealed on any reading measure, dbspite a greater emphasis on reading )
instruction and academic 'subjects by contro! group teachers in grades 2-3,
Teacher Corps graduates, however, bjught \about significantly greater changes
in a child's self-corncept than those brought about by contro! group te@chers.
- These changes consisted of observed expressions of greater happiness and greater
self-worth in the classroom, and better scores on.important subscales of the ,

Piers-Harris self-concept scale. .

Basic Skills Improvement -- Right-To-Read )
This new program extends the scope of the Right-Té-Read program, with

increased responsibilities for improving written and oral communication skills,

o>"d mathematics and reading skills. The transition from Right-To-Read to Basic : |
lC:i!ls Imprqvement took place in October 1979.° 5 4 . C .

-«
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Case studies of the Right-T8-Read State Leadership Program iridicate that tHe>

.. State components of the,Right=Fp-Read program, with a modest amount of

. . mgney, appears to have been successful. For example:
- o State Right-tosRead programs have made conmdera%:- efforts
. N . to involve ldrge numbers of local districts in Right- .
- Ll Read efforts. . ~ '
. B X \ * - -
Ly o R Traxmng has begn a ma]or focus in the State RLght-To-Read )
Ry . @ Programs. Local district directors received from at’least 30 to
. L, B
; , Iy . more than'200 hours of training. . . 4
. LI . Y -
s Data indicated that States will continue nght -To-Rexd even in the
¢ =~ -absence of Federal funds.

:x}; -, Tos r;oglrammatic focus,of nghtﬂ'o-Read has be’en At the elemenary
: - vel. .

+*

* *, - " * - .
f . " s O, Readmg Has betome a top pnonty in State and local- educatxon *
. . agenc1es. oy . .

None of thepe outcomes relate directly to the reading achxevemnnt of students, \

< pecadse the study was, desxgned solely to assess type and level of technical
. . agsistdnce activities fnone of whichyhave 3 ditect effect on students) fostered by
the State compdnent of Right-To<Read funding. =

r -

. Overcoming Obstacles to Egual Education Opportunity

‘&

-
Several ED programs are.authorized to help ovércome obstacles to learning.
Among those with recent data are programs for Native Amerigans and one for
T preventive education on al¢ohol and drug abuse. %\- . :
. . ‘. * . vy ’.

Indian Education- - ’ ' L .
-y

[ Projects to meet the special education needs ¢f Indian children are funded under
Part A of the Indian Education Act. A study of this program found that: 62
percent of these projects focussed on instruction in cultural heritage and natﬁe
language; 58 percent emphasized remedial reading; 56 percent emphasized self-
concept objectives; and 46 percent emphasized remedial mathematics objectives.
Innovatave projects were not always effectively implemented. However, the

- . study shows that effective implemenitatioh appears to be a function of the
. ¢ project’s grant size, bbjectives, parent involvement, and Indian population
fenw 4 N
. )
., Alcohol and Drug Abuse Education ' * .
& . . -7 * .
This program has lmplemen new Strateg'y which 1t describes as "teams .

teaching teams." It is hoped thal*the new strategy will achieve a multiplier

+ effect throygh a two-step rpcesss (1) teams are trained/h "clusters” rather than
in geographically unrelated grou 16 (2) the most xmpresmve trainees in these
clusters beconie, through furthe}

. A ¥y
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assistance, \5 w trainers for other schools and groups of schools in their district !
or community} while contmumg to receive some technical assistance from the ’
‘Federal program. - , N ‘ : .
" Two studies funded by the program found thaty (1) trainees felt their training _ .

was effective; (2) one=haif to two-thirds of thé teams were 5till functioning a
year or two after, training; (3) the majority (about 80 percent) gf the teams were
performing activities for which they had been trained; and (4) in the yudgment of .
the evaluators, thésg activities were effective. There has been no definitive
evaluation of impact on student behavior. However, voluntary reports from
operating teams cite evidence of substantial decreases in suspensions, vandalisin, .
and discipliné infractions. Several teams have provided evidence 6f a multiplier
effect both by mcreasmg the numbers of teams (and therefore schools covered)
through training and, in some instances, by raising financial support. Since the
program does not provide financial support for such reporting, many teams do

. ot provide reports and, therefore, it is not claimed that the reportmg teams are
representative of all teams trained. .

Learning R'esources To Improve the Educational Experience

*®

A number of programs administered by ED do not ‘contribute directly to the
educational process but do develop resources which serve as important adjuncts .
to the process. The primary function of most programs in this category is to
impro Lbrary services; three bther programs are involved in some aspect of
educational television. The programs are:
- \ .
. - Libraries and Learning Resources
. Library Services -
! " Interhibrary Cooperatxorﬂ
. College Library Ré8ourdes .
Library Career Training
Library Research, and Demonstration ° ' £ .t
. Strengthening Research Library Resources s
Educational Television and Radio Programming Support .
Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA)- TV Programming Support
“» - L
Library programs provide a variety of support ranging from grants for
"hardware"” (e.g., equipment) and "software" (e.g., recorded instructional
packages) to upgrade the resources of school, college, and public libraries, to¥ -
tratning fellowships, and to research and demonstration projects to improve the
quality of library practices and services. The programs focused on educational
‘ teltvision and radio either support program (seneg) development or improvement
‘of broadcast facilities. .
E§{2\A-TL' . S :
As part of an ongoing study of this program, a sucvey was conducted to
determine the extent of viewing of TV series produced with ESAA support. The
survey findings include:

= o Availability to Potential Targ@gAudjences. For the 11 TV ‘

» .

Yeries available for viewing, the percentage of potential target .
audiences residing'in areas where ‘the series were aired .
- ranged from 3 percent to 81 percent. Four series could be viewed by ‘
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this comparistn are not presently available.

“a
“

between 32 percent and 42 percent of the target group, and four
other serfes could be viewed by 74 percent to 31 percent of the ~
/ potential target audxences. .

0 Awareness of the TV Series. A relatwely small proportion of children
were found to be aware of the TV series. The percentages of
y awareness generally fell in the 20 percent to 40 percent range but
- went as low as & percent and as.high as 55 percent. Overall, less than
a third of the ch!ldren had heard of the ESAA series being shown in
their areas. . -
0 Viewing at Some Time in the Past. Generally, between 10 and 25
percent of the children.reported having ever seen an ESAA-TV Series.

or  Viewing Last Week. The proportions on this item were, low, with
most ranging between 0 and 5 percent. .
o Preference of ESAA Series. Children were asked tdindicate P
their preferenCe between the ESAA series and its competitors in
the same time slot. In grades ! and %, between 5 and
10 percent indicated preference for the ESAA series; in
. grades 7 and 10, between 0 and-5 percent indicated .
) suth a preference. 1 :

The viewing data can be interpreted in three ways. The first compares ESAA-TVY
to entertaxnment television. Given this standard of comparison, the low
v:ewershlp of the ESAA-TV series may be a cause for concern. A second |
standard of Comparisorg sees ESAA-TV as educational/public television. The |
viewership findings indi¢ate that ESAA-TV is comparable to other public TV |
programs, which always draw a smaller share of the audience than entertainment
programs. Finally, ESAA-TY can be perceived as an alternative means to reduce

Itural isolation. This perspective seeks to exarfiine the number of children

rved through various alternative mechanisms; howeyer, the necessary data for

Fs ~ -

Evaluative studies have recently been completed for the Library Research and
Demonstration Program and the l[lterlibrarly Cooperation Program.

The Library Research~and Demonstration Program (Title [i-B of the Higher
Education Act) has had a significant :mpact upon the library and information
commynity. Title II-B provided millions of dollars for innovative research and
demonstration; previously few funds were available. This is the only Federal
program that supports a wide range of research to improve public library
services. It has generated new knowledge about innovative approaches to
networking, serving special target groups, using community resources, and new
technologies. Several projects have been successful locally. A few have had
pational impact, such as the series of projects which contributed to the
development and improvement of the Ohio College Library Center. '
Program weaknesses include lack of adequate national dissemtnation, failure to
adopt successful practicesyand lack of a nation‘)rogram strategy. *

- h
The Interlibrary Coop.eratxon Program, Title il of titeLibrary Services and
Construction Act (LSCA), has influenced the development and expansioftof
hbrary cooperation 1n a number of ways. It is a major force behind the
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development of multi-library cooperation and networking, primarily at the State
level. Along with Title I of this Act (Library Services Program), Title Iii has
resulted .n greater centralization of planning and admunistering library services
at State and regional levels. It was also credited as a major influence on State =
legislatures, to modify or pass legislation favoring cooperation and networking.
Activities and services to increase access to library resources and tom‘xde
lLibraridns with needed continuing education were listed.as the major outcomes of
the_cpop_qrative and networking projects. ~

Although Title IIi has had a definite, positive impact on the development of
multi-library dooperation and networking, several shortcomings and anomalies
werg-tdentifiéd, Furst, signuficant amounts of LSCA Title I funds (approximately
20 percent of the fiscal year 1976 appropriation) were used by the States to
partially or completely suppott multilibrary cooperation and networking
actiyities. It is not known whether this use is detrimental to the mandate of

Tit!d I (development and support of States efforts to expand and exténd public
tbrdry services to %e unserved and underserved), or if this is an effective means
of supporting these types of projects. "

Second, LSCA Title lii was providing support.for prgjects that had become |
integrated into the States' basic progtams of library services. This finding should
ot be interpreted as indicating that the States are misusing Title III funds. The

egislatioryclearly specified that Title il funds can be used to support
coopetatgves and networks. However, given the modest funding level of Title IlI
and the:leve! of use of LSCA Title I and State funds, a shift in emphasis may be
considered. Shightly more than 85 pércent of the projects receiving Title III
funds were ongoing projects, scheguled to continue operatibns for an indefinite
period of ume. Only 14 percent of the projects were short-term, trial projects.
These figures suggest that Title il funt‘g are targeted more at operational
,activities than at riskier research and development activities. -

Further, the range of cogperative and networking services supported by Title III
projects was restricted. The interlibrary loan and referénce and referral

services were probably efficient and a propet means of gaining access to a wide
variety of libraries. But there was some question as to how many patrons
actually needed and used these setvices; and there were a number of other . o
essential library sufport services (e.g., document access and sharing, . '
warehousing and shared storage of low-use materials) which were not being
provided. The question raised is: How more Title Iii funds can be directed
toward exploring new forms of cooperation and networking which will further
increase the efficiency and economy of library services, as well 3s increase "

access to library resources. . .
. - . 1
. s " -
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- [
' Y
’ J * ’ ’ .




v
NOT!S

10f the 5 million children who scored in the bottom quarter, only 32 e
percent (1.6 million) participated in Title I.

. . . .
2For these and other reasons, State allocations of Title I migrant funds are
less than what they might be if all migrant children were identified properly.

L3 Fully funded in this sense means that allocations to States are a product
of the number of eligible children and the authorized per pup:l expenditure, and .
the grants are computed and fitrded "of#-the-top;" that is, even when the Title I_
total appropriation falls short of the authorizey| level, grants in these two
programs remain undiminished. Grants to school districts under Part A are
reduced as necessary.

e - @

5 A recent review of educational evaluation recommended greater
attengion to measuring implementation. See Robert F. Boruch and David S.>
Cordray, A Comprehensive Study of Evaluation Practices and Procedures in
Federally Funded Elementary and Secondary Education Programs. Study funded
by the U.S. Office of Education, 1930. :

&

sCollege enrollment rates over time for various subpopulations (defined by
charactéristics such as family income, sex, race, and ethnicity) indicate changes
in students' pursuit of poStsecondary school opportunities. However, enrollment
rates by themselves say nothing about how overall opportunities for coilege-age
youth have been changing. For example, any potential increase in enrollment
figures for low-income or minority students by increasing available financial aid
may be offset entirely or partially by improvements in employment prospects for
noncollege-educated individuals. Such a phenomenon would be most noticeable
for students whose performance in college is predicted to be "matginal.” Tables
presented in this section should be interpggted with this in mind. 4

6The $1.9 billion is the Federal subsidy for interest, defaults,
agmunistrative costs, and capital contributions for these programs. However, the
actual value of loans made under the program totaled to $3.5 billion.

7The State Student Incentive Grants (55IG) Program is not included in this
discussion, since it provides matching grants to States to be used in their own
student-aid programs and, as such, cannot be differentiated from State funds by
recipients or financial aid*administrators, - { T
81t should also be remembered that there are many itudents above the
mean. Thus, the mean is orlloy a broad measure of impact and should be thought
of as)such. . . <

‘9Each cgll entry indicates the precentage of aid applicants in the cell
whose student burden exceeds the amount indicated at the left -- $1,350, $1,850,
and $2,500. » ) .
. . . , €.~
10see Annual E valuation Report on Programs Administered by the U.S.
Office of Education: Fiscal Year 1979, U.S. Office of Education, HEW, p. 256.

LK)

I1Significant at 1éss than .01 using a chi-square test. ' .

259




127his amount includes funds for the Spe’cia’l Services Program for -

Disadvantaged Students and State Grant Programs. N
. -

13Tht?$ﬁa\t:q ent should be qualified in.that the s@u‘?ents may find other

opportunities ual or higher quality. . _ . %

3 P "
l_”Higher Education Research Institute',' The Impact of Student Financial

*Aid Programs on Student Choice, Draft Final Report, 1978, . .

I5Local and State studies are flawed because of insufficient followup and
inability to control local economic fluctuations and mobility of graduates.

164 geographically related cluster is compriséd of a team from a high
school joined with teams from the eiementary, rmddle, andlor junior hugh schools
feeding into tHat high school.

.
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This chapfer hlgh'hghts 1mportant findings from recent evaluation studies and

describes the specific uses of evaluation results. It outlines in broad perspective

the use of results from ED evaluation studies. Detailed informat.on is mcluded

in the :ndwxdua.l program descriptions in volume II. . J
For each major study, the Office of Evaluation and Program Management

prepares a 6- to [0-page Executive Summary which briefly describes the’

background, methodology, and findings of the study. Persons interested in

greater detail ®3bout a study than can be presented in this chapter sh0uld call or

Write for a copy of the Executive Summary, as follows: . .

Ms. Yvonne Briscoe -
. Office of Evaluation and Program Management
¢ Room 4070, Switzer Building
. a U.S. Department of Education
* Washington, DC 20202
ot .- . (202) 245-0361 4
- =
Evaluations attest to program successes and failures, strengths and weaknesses,
and thus provide the primary source of objecnve evidence used in deteriminthg
future program operation and policy options. To be useful, However, evaluation
and management study ﬁndmgs must be,available when needed by Department
officials for budgets, planmng, and operanoniprogram decisions and by the
.~ Congress for appropriations and reauthorization decisions. As outlined in
chapter |, the Office of Evaluation and Program Management has concentrated
on evaluation followup to promote findings that assist in important
decisionmaking. Executive Summaries, staff briefings, the Program Resources
Center, and Evaluation Implementation Boards are all mechanisms for
:ncorporatm\g)ﬁvaluatxon findings into the decisionmaking process.

The program evaluation findings described in this chapter can be categorized in
four areas, basgd on their use for policy oféicials and program managers:
legislation; program effectiveness; program management, and program content.

N Study of Evaluation Practices and Procedures (Legislation)
The recently completed "Study of Evaluation Practices and Procedures” by
Boruchhand Cordray of Northwestern University recommends that pohc.ymakers
1 in both the executive and legislative branches take a variety of measures in
mandating and conducting evaluations. In response to the "Holtzman mandate" ,/
in the Edutanon Amendments of 1978 (Section 1526 of Public’ La¥95-561) the
» report recommends that the Congress: : \

0 Clarify statutory provisions for evaluation and participate in regular,
joint planning for.evaluations with the Department of Education.

a

- o .Conduct a "capability assessment" of grantees' abilities before
, requiring new evaluation tasks.
) Provide for pilot tests of new program variations in which high. . .-
_quality evaluation gesigns such as randomized s‘tudies can Be used. ~

0 Encourage by law independent analysis and critique of evaluations.
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A . . .
o , Refer more often to evaluations used in deliberations so that uses of
evaluations can more gasily be tracked.

. ’
o Refrain from incorporatigg specific evaluation guidelines into law.

Similar recommendations were made to the Department of Educatio‘r{. The
report further advised Federal evaluators to consult with congressional offices
more regularly, make evaluation reports more quickly and easily available, and
include niore systematic measurement of program ;mplementation in evaluatio
reports. . -

Program Consolidation and the State Role of ESEA-Title IV (Legislation)

[ . -

" 4 recent study of the ESEA-Title IV consolidation effort indicated that most

States and lotal sthool districts manage Parts B and C of Title IV mdependently‘
as they did for the categorical programs subsumed by Title IV. In Title IV, the

Congress attempted to consolidate programs that under previous legislation and -

organization were not procedurally or substantively compatible. The absence of
administrative consolidation at the Federal level apparently influenced States jn
their administrative decisjons. .A related lesson is that just as the Federal
response must represent substantive change, so must a consolidated policy
represent more than a shuffling together of categorical legislation.
Furthermore, the Title IV legislatiog.in the Education Amendments of 1978
contained no new language to suggest congressional commitment to a *
consolidated program effort, nor did it include incentives to encourage the
institutional changes assumed by consolidation.

¥

Validation of the Stuaent Counts Uised To Ailocate Funds sn Migrant Education

. #

information from a recently completed study. of the 1977 counts used to allocate
fiscal year 1979 funds for the Migrant Education Program indicated a 12 percent
undercount of full-time equivalent {FTE) students enrolled in the Migrant
Student Record Transfer System (MSRTS) durig 1977. The major reason for the
migrant children undercount appeared to be a failure by school districts to

-

submit tomplete enroliment data,to the MSRTS. Roughly 15 to 20 percent of the
eligible migrant children enrolled in school during early 1978 were not enrolled in

the MSRTS in 1977 and therefdre did not accrue FTE credit. About 2 percént of
the FTE's were generated by ineligible children; another 2 percent of the 1977
FTE's were generated by eligible children while they were out of the country.
Overall, the 1977 counts {both for the Nation as a whole and for the geographig
regions defined for the study) seemed to represent a conservative esimate of
the total number of migrant children. .

Evaluation of ESEA Title { Programs for the Neglected and Delinquent (Program
Management) :

The recently completed National Evaluation of State Programs for
Institutionalized Neglected or Delinquent Youth under™Title I of the Elementry
and Secondary Education Act describes the program in terms of student need for
services and actual benefits from participation in Title . Overall, there is
evidence of significant need but of irregular service delivery. In addition, there
is scant evidence of positive change in either basic skills achievement or student
self-pet'ception. ' -—

K M ¢
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On a positive note, special efforts to defme charBcteristics of successful
programs, as well as practices,which impede student progress, resulted in
information which local and State administrators can use to improve their
progtams. For example, a modest relationship was found between student
exposure to basic skills instruction and achievement growth; yet over half of the
class-time scheduled for basic skills instruction was actually used for
noninstructional activities. Of this amount, more than half resulted from
student absences often due to assrgnment‘by the ipstitution to other activities.

Only about 25 percent of the class time which was non-task-related tould not be ~
controlied by staff; the rest of the time went to activities such as smoking
breaks, clean-up, tracking mrssmg students, and casual conversations. Another
practice to avoid was the misuse of audiovisual maténals to free teachers from
teaching.

o

-

In settings where teachers or aides provided instruction directly, reading gains

were greater; the fewer students per teacher and the less time teachers and
students spent in non-task-related conversations, the greater were math and

reading gains.

Characteristics and Contexts of ESAA Basic Human Reianons Programs

{Program Coatent)

A recent study of ESAA-funded human refations programs reported an increase

. ~ o

« N

in the number of these programs over the last few years. The study also
‘teported that:

o

LY

-t

Compéred to all ESAA districts, those with human relations programs
tended to be larger, more recently desegregated, and to have a lower
percentage of minority students in the school population.

r
Two types of human relatiofis services were offered to students:

services focusing primarily onjintergroup relations, problems, and
understanding; and seryices focusing pnmanly on the special needs of

minority students.

+ .

p

Programs with a special needs focus occurred in distrigts that
desegregated early, while more recently desegregated drstrxcts were
lxkely to have idtergroup relatrons programs.

|
|
|
Human relahons servxces were also offered to staff and parents.
Staff services consisted primarily of inservice training sessxons, and.

partxcrpanon in advisory groups was the most common form of

service to parents.

“Later phases of this study will examine the effectiveness of these services and .
the characteristics of sumessful human relations programs.

ESEA, Title I Early Childhood Educatlon (Program Content)

-

A recently released report.of an ongomg study of early childhood compensatory
education programs:concluded that early childhood Title I programs, both within

and across grades, have extremely diverse strategiés and.objectives. All the

[Kc
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general educattonal trends common in early childhood education are evident ip
Title I projects. The report also observed that:

o Prekmdergarten programs typically address a wide range of goals—
. cognitive, language, emotional, social, gross-motor, sychomotor,
organizational, and motma\tzonal developmént.

o The structure of kindergarten Title 1 programs dependsdn the .

availablility of other projects within the school district.

o Virtualiy all Title I first-grade programs are child-focused, school-
based, and part of a multigrade-level program in reading, language
arts, or mathematics. . .

*

o ~Without standards or guidelines on how to conduct required
evaluations of early childhood programs, districts use many methods
. of varying quality. . .
‘ Methods to evaluate parent involvement and the consequences for
their children need to be developed.

i -
The findings of this report are being used to review alternwxes for an

evaltiation system for early childhood Title 1 programs. , .

" 5

State Student Incentive Grant Program (Program Management/Content)

This study investigated issues conCerning the relationship between State and

Federal agencies in administering student financial aid, with emphasis on the

State Student Incentivd Grant {SSIG) Program. SSIG is a $76.5 million per-year
N program designed to endourage States to develop or expand programs of grant

assistance to needy undergraduate students. Currently, it is a 50-50 cost- sharmg
. (State-Federal) program.

The States were found to be sharply divided in terms of the amount of funds
provided for student aid. Sixteen States exactly match S51G funds with State
aid, while 13 States contribute more than 10 times the SSIG doilars received.
Further, the needs analysis procedure used to determine student aligibility for
- aid, the average and maximum awards, and the administrative structure
respOnsxble for State grant programs, vary greatly from State to State.

The §tudy also found that, at almost all institutions, the tuition refund policy 4s
described in the school's admissions catalog. Twenty-five percent notify
students of refund polictes prior to registration, and another 25 percent give
notffication to students upon regxstratxon. *The average interval between
application for and receipt of a refund is 2% weeks. Finally, 66 percent of the
public institutions and 60 percent of the private institutions have established
procedures for students to appeal unfavorable refund dgcisions.

~

Criteria for Recognition of Accrediting and State Approval Agencles (Program

Managem ent) ,

Recognition by the Secretary of Education bt accrediting and State approval

agencies is the principal means of estgblishing eligibility to participate in
Q Federal st‘.sﬁnt aid programs by postsecondary education institutions. An
.o ' % 65 g
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evaluation of the critetia and procedures for recognmon was recently
completed. Highlights of the study’findings are:
. © The ED procedures for recognition reliably differentiate ineffective
- “agencies from effective ones, and these procedures are coristent
over time in interpreting and a'pplying the criteria. - . ‘
o  Thé recognmon'decnsnons over the !0—year period from 1969 to 1978
have consistently utilized virtually all the established cx_'lterla.
.o Agencies denied recognmon differ among themselves more widely
than do the agencies recognized. The major deficiencies of fhe
agencnes denied recognition involve weak evaluative procedures,
. questions about the 1mpart1ahty of their decnsnons, amd .
nonrepresentative governmg boards. Other deﬂcnencnes are limited
staff, budget, and experience. .

0 When presented descrnptlons of agencxes that had been evaluated and

entlx:r recognized or denied recognition by,ED, a group of slightly
than 100 persons knowledgeable aboyt accredmng agreed

substantially with the ED's decisions. The measure of agreement |
between the actual decisions and the judges' decisions was .68, where -
1.00 indicates perfect agreement. Agreement was nearly unanimous
for agencies denied recognition. The major soutce of disagreement
involved agencies recognized for a limited period, where yudges
tended to award recognition for a slightly longer period thab‘ actually
took place.

A Gude To MeasunngLAchm)/ement Level and Program Impact on Acmevement\
in Projects (Program Management/Effectiveness) , -

-
-

One outcome of a study entitied "An Evaluation of Project Information Packages -
(PIP's) AsjUsed for the Diffusion of Bilingual PrOJeCtS" was the preparation of a
prototype evaluation manual. This manual contains specific achievement-
evalyation gurdes and worksheets which were developed for use in this study. .
The manual 1s igtended for jocal bilingual education project directors and
evaluators who hust work togéther to plan and implement local evaluations. . -
While it is not a complete guide tosbilingual program evaluation, 1t focuses on .
two important questions: . « & .

nornis or comparable groups? &
,0 What is the'impact of the bilingual program on student achieve-
mernt compared to results of other local instructional practices, past

|

|

|

o _What is the level of student performance relative to national ‘
and present? . 1

-

This unconventional guide to evaluating bilingual projects deals in-depth with
selected probiems that are either unresolved or widely overlooked in current , e
evaluations, and 1t recommends solutions for evaluators at th§ local level.

) Title I Technical Ass.istanCe Centers (Program Effectiveness)

o™e Technical Assistance Centers for Title I of the Elementary and Secondary
EKC |ucatnon Act provide evaluation technical assistance for Title | elementary and

. . 61 o
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secondary programs to State education agencies and, through the Hate a encies,
to local education agencies. There are 10 Technical Assistance Centers (TAC's),
one for each ED region. Many of the problems faced by the State and local .,
education agencies across the country are the same (e.g., test selectjon, quality
control, implementation of the Title I evaluation models, measuring whether
gains are sustained, and use of the test and evaluation information).

To avoid duplication of effort, development of materials was coordinated across
the TAC's. Thuis, materials prodyced by one TAC are available to all other
TAC's and to State and local ag‘:well, and TAC's are required, whenever
possible, to use existing material. -

[}

e
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Bilingual Stddent Placement System (Program Management)

Developed under contract in 1980 b#ED, the Student Placement System offets
resources to assist bilingual education projects funded under Title Vil of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act-in the design and implementation of a
systemn for: {1) selecting those students most in need of project participation; (2)
deciding when a participating student may successfully be transferred to an
English-language classroom; and (3) providing appropriate followup assistance to
transferred students. In summer 1980, copies of the student placement system
were distributed to all Title VII-funded bilingualducation projects. In fall 1980,
a series of training sessions was held to train staff of the Bilingual Education
Service Centers and staff of Evaluation, Dissemination, and Assessment Centers
and, subsequently, to traifl staff of local projects haw to use the Student
Placement Systeni. .

Program 'vlanagementm\res'm Campus-Based and Basic Grant Programs
" {Program Management) ) 2

it

The rapid expansion of Federal student financial aid programs has pus great J
strain on a managemient "system" that can at best be described as "varying." .
recently completed study identified significant gaps that persist 1n the quality of
management practices at the institutional level. Four management procedures,
in particular, were identified as needing improved admunistration:

) Clarifying and enhancing the role of the student financial aid office
in the insfitutionalﬁ’?rarchy. - - .
L . g‘}
o Developing and implementing a student financial aid information

system, at bothi"he precollege and college level. -

o Expandmg‘fma;nual aid counsehng}or special student populations.

»

) Clarifying and refining the packaging of student financial aid.

In addition to identifying problems, the study discusses-related issues in detail
and offers recommendations to help improve institutional operations. ’The study -
does not attempt to duplicate existing manuals on the subject. It does, however,
review existing publicatins on the subject for the reader. It also contains

program impact information. aran
~ % ’
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Impact of the Middle Income Student Assistance Act (Financial Aid)

A study of MISAA's impact showed that high proportions of dependent students

- from all family income levels were receiving aid, but that the groportionate
increase was greater among those from families with incomes i €xcess of -,
$12,000. As aresult, the percent of college cqfts met from work or loans for
students with famély incomes in excess of $12,000 declined significantly,
regardless of type of institutipn attended. Family contribution expectations also
declined, according to a recent study of Federal stugént aid programs.

-y

At the same time, little change in the relative distribution of need-based Federal
student aid awgrds among 4-year institutions was observed. Two-year colleges
gained as a group while proprietary institutions, which serve large numbers of
low income students, showed a loss. All institutions reported increases in the
average student awayd-ranging from $100 to $300.

hY
»

Also reported were the concerns of financial aid officers regarding regulations,
administrative coMming of funding, and reporting requirements.
" . .

{Upward Bound {Program Effectiveness) ) . ~

~ Agecent study of the Upward Bound (UB) program indigated that:
o About 31 percent of the typical UB participants entered some type of
postsecondary education while abaut 70 pertent of comparable -
nonparticipants entered. T e .

] \ * -

. o Of the students who entered postsecondary education, about 73
‘percent of typical UB participants attended a 4-year college or
" university. The compagable rate for nonparticipants was 50 percent.
. . About 22 percent of the nonparticipants attended a .
vocatiohal/technical school in comparison to 9 percent of the UB
participants. . .

o  Typical UB participants received more financial aid to attend .
postsecondary education than comparable nonparticipants. The UB
articipants received twice as much grant/scholarship funding (i.e.,
%28 vs. 5689 on average) as comparable nonpagticipants. Typic
UB participants alo réceived larger loans {i.e35393 vs. $300) than ‘,
comparable nonparticipants. )

o Overall, UB had adarge positive effect on student persistence.
Across all types of schools, typical UB participants maintain their
enroliment about one term longer than comparable nonparticipants. \
After the type of school attended is taken into account, UB
participants persist slightly longer (i.e., one!fifth of a term) than

N comparable ronparticipants. . '

»
.

o The grades earned at postsecondary institutions by UB participants
swere roughly the same, or slightly lower, than those earned by
comparable nonparticipants. At 4-year colleges and universities,
avetage UB participapt? and comparable nonparticipants_earned
T grade-point,averages of abolt 2.0 (equivalent to a "C").

. * - .
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Financial Indebtegriess and Postsecondary Education (Program Content)
Preliminary finding® from a study of student indebtedness indi
median studept d&bt at the bacculaureate level increases frédn $3,000 to $10,000
for stddents attending graduate school. Highest as a group
students who entered ‘with a metlian loan amount .of $5,000 an
$15,000, while at the Jaw end of the scale the median i
majors grew to $3,000 from a base of $2,000. The study also compares expected

ear'ni'ngs, by discipline, with the level of student indebtedn

Sex Equity in Vocational Education Program's (Program Effectiveness)

This study was mandated by the Congre.:.s to determine to what extent sex
discrimination and stereotyping in vocational programs had been reduced or
eliminated. Findings indicate that overt discrimination, such as rules denying
admission on the basis of sex, has been reduced. However, many practices still
dis@ourage students from entering nontraditional fields before they are enrolled
and further discourage them once they are enretled. Despite societal factors
outside the school which exert powerful influences on the aspirations of youth,
study findings indicate that the school can have an impact because of the strong
positive correlation between the school's level of equity activity and its.
proportion of nontraditional enroltment. However, Little action was evident.at
thewschool level to foster equity --particudlarly student-oriented activity.

Few, States or schools were engaged in community and employer activities. Yet
these activities -- particularly with employers — seemi to be a critical ingredient
1n any successiul effort to promote sex equity. There is also evidence that
efforts to achieve equity in staffing patterns have a positive effect, These:
schools with higher "internal affirmative action" indexes also had high
proportions of nontraditional téachers.

Y -

. ' .
National Study ‘of Vocational Education System and Facilities (Program Content)
- - ; .
A comprehensive study of the vocational education systems in each of the States
and Territories has provided the first thorough description of State governance
structures, delivery systems, and funding arrangements. Prior to this study,
heterogeneity among the States was known to be characteristic of vocational
education; the study documents these differences. During the dourse of the
study, information gaps recognized at the outset were found to be even greater
Atan anticipated. ‘e ‘ '
The report deals with the organizahon, governance, and financing.of the State
systems; the organization 3t the local levels within each State; and State
financial policies as they relate 3o vocational education facilities, equipment,
and program operations. The number, characteristics, and utilization of the
several types of vocational educational itfstitutions are also assessed for the first
time. LRI ) .

[ 4

The general characteristics of 6,660 institutions (5,560 secondary and 1,100
postsecondary) are described. Among these chardcteristics are the number and
geographical distribution of the instifutions, shops,\and laborasorids; types of.
construction of facilitiesfreported condition of facilities, and accessibility to
,Jhandicapped persons. FL\ " o

4 )
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Other findings show that: N . '

o The greatest concentration of vocational education facilities {shops
and laboratory spaces) is in commumnes of 25,000 - 100,000 N
populatlon. , . . w - -

o In 1965, 49 States financed construction projects with Federal
vocat:onal education funds; in 19?5 only 21 States used these funds.

o The proportion of vocational education facilities reported as totally
inaccessible to the handicapped is greatest among vocatjonal ht
schools: over 30 percent are inaccessible, compared to lessér rates

. at other other types of vocational education institutions. °

Assessment of State Plans for Career Education (Program Management)

evaluations of their State plans for implementing career education. Initial
support for developing these plans was provided during fiscal years 1976 and
1977. The study, which ‘started in September 1978, identified 10 elements of a
model State plan. Criteria were developed so that each elem®nt of a plan could .
. berated on a three-point scale as being "strong," "adequate,"” or "weak " An
. overall rating was then calculated on a fxve-pomt scale.

K'A recehtly completed study has provided 49 States and Territone.s with .

The 49 States and Terntones which submltted plans before May 1979 were given

preliminary ratings of their plans. In these ratings, 23 {47 percent) receiwed an

overall rating of 3.0 or higher. In response, over half of the sites {57 percent)

voluntarily provided revisions and/or additions to remedy reported weaknesses,

Final ratlng$ were then sent to all States. This time, 30 (62 percent) were rated -

3.0 {"adequate") or better. Seven of the plans were rated."strong" and only three

were considered "weak." ‘8 - \
LY * -

The States and Territories also recewed a guide to help them adapt their plans to

meet the requirements of P.L. 95-507, the new Career Education Incentive Act:

This guide together with the assessment under the old law enabled States to .

incorporate the information gained from the individual evaluations of their plans =

into the new 3-year plan requxred by the Career Education Incentive Act. These

pIans form the baSlS for funding in fiscal year 1980 and beyond. .

A‘tudy of Library Cooperatxves, Networks, and Demonstratton Projects
{Program Effectlveness) - +

~

A study of the berary Research and Demonstration Program and the Interlibrary
Cooperation Program found that both programs were making significant , .
. contributions to the improvement.of lipraries. ) SN S
- it N ~ v
The Research and Demonstration Program has provided millions of dollars for . .
innovative research dnd demon3tration,.where either very few or no other funds
were avallab!e. Local projects often focused on providing library service to
mxnor:t:es and on the utilization of new technologtes. *
2 L]
The Interlibrary Cooperation Program is responsxble tn part for the development
. of mu!tthbrary coeperation and networkmg, especially at State and regtonal -, ‘
L leve!s. It was also found tp be a major influence toward modifying or passing
EKC te !egxs!atlon that favored cooperatlon and networking. . |
J== . . - 65 7 . ¢ ek, (T8
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his chapter has presented highlights from study findings. Volume II will discuss

these findings in greater detail, along with program-specific information.
Volume It describes each program's legislative funding history, objectives, y
pperations, and evaluation findings. t .
A program's funding history in volume II will consist of annual authorizations and
subsequent appropriations; program goals and objectives state th& broad
congressional intent in establishing each education program. The program
operations sections in volume I! will discuss how programs actually have been
implemented and describe the scope of current activities. The evaluation
findings will fosus on program effectiveness and progress toward achieving long-
range program goals. '
In subsequent years, volume If will report on program changes in detail. “Volume
I, on the other hand, wiil continue to cover thg evaluation role of the
Departmentof Education from a broader perspective. Signif.cant changes in the
evaluation mission will be explained along with any new analytic approaches .. .
adopted or established techniques that may be de-emphasized. -
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